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CIVILIZATION 

(Presidential Address to the British Institute of Philosophy, 
Not.’ember 16, 1937) 

VISCOUNT SAMUEL GCB. CBE. MA Hon D C L 

In what, after all. does civilization consist^ If Japanese aggression 
in China were successful, would it bnng to the Chinese a higher 
civilization or subject them to a lower ^ Sidney and Beatrice Webb 
entitled their spacious survey of present-day Russia Soviet Can^ 
mimism. A New with a query at the end. In a 

postscript to that book they give reasons why they think that query 
might be omitted. But Hitler, Mussolim, and Franco assert that 
Communism is not a civilization at all. but an embodiment of the 
forces of destruction, to be resisted at all costs and to the death. 
History has accorded the title of “the Great” only as a rule to the 
mighty conquerors — Alexander. Charles. Frederick. Napoleon “And 
we avow ourselves,” said Odysseus, “to be the men of Agamemnon, 
son of Atreus, w’hose fame is even noiv the mightiest under heaven, 
so great a city did he sack, and destroyed many people.” But is 
that the true standard of greatness? 

In our ordmary hves w’e have to decide every day which values 
are best Take for example the problems of the educatiomst How 
far should the education of children be Uterary and humamstic, or 
scientific and utihtanan, theological, artistic, athletic, raihtary? 
Different schools of thought, here and elsewhere, put different values 
upon these elements ^Vhlch is right? Or are all of them right? Or 
none oi Them? 

Consider the problem which underlies the economic situation m 
this country — and in all countries The advance in science, invention, 
and technical organization and skill has vastly and rapidly increased 
the productivity of industry and agriculture. The benefits of that 
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progress may be distributed in various %vays. They may go to the 
employing class in larger profits Or they may go to the workers: 
in better wages, or else in more leisure; or perhaps in less labour 
for married women, young persons, or children. They may go to the 
consumers, in lower prices, or in the better quality of goods, or in 
more convenient methods of distribution They may be diffused in 
a g^o^ving expenditure upon forms of trade competition Or they 
may be taken by governments in taxation, and spent either upon 
social services and the like, or upon armaments and war The 
political and economic controversies of our time spring very largely 
from differences of opinion as to the comparative worth and necessity 
of these various purposes 

The market values of commodities themselves are not determined, 
as Marx taught, by the amount and quahty of the labour needed 
for their production, but m the first place by the ideas that govern 
the demand for them. A country house, which cost perhaps a 
hundred thousand pounds fifty years ago, may not be worth one 
thousand to-day , the bigger it is and the more it cost, the less it is 
worth As much labour would be needed to produce a crinoline 
now as in the eighteen-sixties, it would have fetched a price then, 
it is worthless to-day A fat pig has considerable value in Chicago; 
it has none in Mecca or Tel-Aviv 

To take a different class of cases young men and women have to 
choose occupations of some kmd; and the choice is not solely a 
question of opportunity, but m varymg degree also of predilection. 
Unless we are to be like thistledown, blown haphazard upon the 
wmd, taking root or failing to take root wherever the floating seed 
may rest, there must be some judgement as to the kind of life, within 
the limits that are open, that is most worth while 

answ'ers given to all such questions determine the kind of 
dvilization we shall have. In turn, the kind of civilization that we 
have helps to determine the answers that we give We are in a circle, 
our choice of values determines our dvilization, and our dvilization 

etermines our choice of values. Unless we can find some standpoint 
outsi e the circle where we can frame an independent criterion, we 
may go on for ever round and round. 


For thousands of years religion set the standards. The character 
of a ciyihzation was determmed by its creed It was a Christian 
a™ Buddhist or Hindu. Confucian or Shinto. 

God had spoken, or the prophets and the sages, the peoples had 
iwraai®'!*''® crystallized into customs In Europe all 
“"■i^Bon was based on Chnstian theology 
-the theology especi^y „f St. -niomas Aquinas, which had drawn 
mto aUianee Anstotle s philosophy and found its interpreters in the 
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Church and the Schoolmen. Throughout the Middle East and among 
Moslems elsewhere the Suras of the Koran gave the answer to every 
problem. The Crusades were the typical manifestation, on the one 
side and on the other, of the civilizations of the age. Judaism had 
become largely a matter of Rabbinics, the meticulous application of 
verbally inspired texts In India the caste system grew up as a 
religious ordinance In China popular Confucianism and Taoism 
developed their owm codes of morals 

There came the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries with the 
beginnings in Europe of modem science Astronomy, and physics in 
general, anatomy, and all branches of physiology began rapidly to 
develop, and there arose straightw'ay the great conflict between the 
estabhshed theology and the new science Giordano Bruno was burnt 
at the stake, Galileo was indicted and persecuted, Spinoza ex- 
communicated by the synagogue. Descartes intimidated by the 
attacks of theologians 

VTien the cause of mtellectual Dberty had won the victory the 
scope of the human mind speedily expanded. It no longer felt itself, 
to quote a sentence of Mr. H G Wells, “boxed in imaginatively by 
the Creation and the Day of Judgement.” It saw its background m 
a history immensely prolong^ and visualized an almost boundless 
future 

The eighteenth century brought the phibsophes of France and 
their Encyclopaedia, the “Philosopher Kings” of Prussia, Austria, 
Russia, Sweden, and Spain, in England appeared the precursors of 
the Philosophic Radicals, who were to influence so greatly the 
century that followed Philosophy was no longer conditioned by 
theology, but began itself to mould religious thought 

With Kant the ideahst school arose, acquired a predominant 
position, but brought no conclusions generally agreed Authority, 
whether religious or philosophic, was found to be msufiicient To M 
the need, vanous currents of thought flowed in Science was mchned 
to materialism, and set a trend that way Marxism followed the 
trend, the aggrieved elements in an economic system disorganized 
by the Industrial Revolution found in it a creed and a purpose 
Then came Nietzsche and the intuitionists starting an anti-intellectual 
movement , and that movement gave room for Sorel, Spengler, and 
the philosophy of violence. Out of these ideas have now arisen the 
Fascism of Italy and the National-Socialism of Germany A lack of 
accepted standards in morals and politics have led thought into 
chaos, action into confusion, and have given us the world that we 
see around us to-day. 

“Turn back, 0 Man, forewear thy foolish ways," says a poet of 
our time His words would find an echo in many minds. Widespread 
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among us is the feeling that there must be a fresh start. It is often 
said that in these days civilization itsdf is in peril. But in what 
civilization consists, or should consist, we do not quite know; and 
not everyone is sure that the civilization we now have deserves to 
be saved from whatever perils may threaten it. 

Who is to answer these questions’ ^V^\o is to give us the indepen- 
dent criterion of values that we need’ \Miere shall we find again 
the authority that has been lost? 

"The philosophy which a nation receives,” WTote Emerson, "rules 
its religion, poetry, pohtics, arts, trades, and whole history ” But 
the nations of to day do not receive — or at all events do not accept 
— any coherent philosophy of any kmd The reason is not far to 
seek. It obviously comes from the disagreements among philosophers 
The ordinary man might be willing to accept their guidance if they 
spoke with one voice, but wisely rect^nizes that he is not competent 
to deade betw’een them when they differ. “Moreover,” as Dr. Joad 
says, "many of the disputes of philosophers are disputes about 
what exactly it is that they are disputing about ” 

Bishop Gore ^vTote m his Gifford Lectures' "It must of course be 
admitted that if a student to-day reads in succession the works of a 
number of contemporary or almost contemporary philosophers — 
surrendering himself to each in turn before he seeks to estimate the 
ultimate value of his speculations — he will be impelled towards a 
final scepticism, because he vnll find the conclusions, confidently 
presented to him for acceptance, so different and irreconcilable. But 
to acquiesce m the sceptical attitude which is content to find all 
views mterestmg, while abandoning the attempt to reach a con- 
clusion or conviction of one's own, is to abandon the very aim of 
reason, which is the conviction of truth ” Yet to this surrender 
many thinkers feel themselves obliged to consent, in despair of 
reaching defimte conclusions 

Some among them find an excuse by asserting that, after all, it is 
the search that matters and not the finding They accept the 
defeatism w'hich says — I have heard Lord Baldwin use the quotation 
more than once — ^“it is better to travel hopefully than to arrive.” 

Or else they take refuge m a theory that at bottom a man’s 
philosophy can never be anythii^ more than the expression of his 
temperament. Professor Schiller, whose death a few months ago all 
the members of this Institute deeply deplore, published a book not 
long before with the title. Must Philosophers Disagree? He came 
to the conclusion that they must; because, he wTote, "every philo- 
offspring, the legitimate offspring, of an idiosyncrasy, 
and the totory and psychcdogy of its author had far more to do 
wth its development than der Gang der Sachs selbst.” Elsewhere 
Schiller wTote, Behind all phflosophy Ues human nature, and in 
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every philosopher there lurks a man.” This is the same as Fichte’s 
doctrine, ‘‘The kind of philosophy that a man chooses depends upon 
the kind of man that he is.” 

Such views may be amusing; they have in them a touch oi 
good-humoured cynicism; but if they were taken seriously they 
would be fatal to any prospect of help from philosophy in finding 
an issue from our troubles Philosophy would sink into a matter of 
personal taste As Gore says, "to abandon all hope of forming a 
decision of our own, and to be content to find all opinions interesting 
. . IS ignoble ” V'e may rather take our stand with Professor 
Laird, who, asking " is the relation of contemporary philosophy 
to contemporary temperaments’” answers, “This question seems to 
me to be essentially unfair It assumed that there should be stock 
philosophies for stock figures when the truth is that a good philo- 
sophy should be able to dominate every temperament ” 

But where is philosophy to find its title to dominate’ How is it 
to escape from the swamp of mere speculation, of assertion and 
counter-assertion, of “proclamation without proof’’’ — to borrow a 
phrase of Professor Radhakrishnan For my own part, I feel con- 
vinced that we shall find firm ground, that we shall be able to make 
a fresh start with any hope of success, only if philosophy, with full 
deliberation, accepts science as its basis Premisses for philosophy, 
I firmly believe, can be found nowhere but in the conclusions of 
science. 

The school of thought initiated by Kant and Hegel, which wth 
its various developments was predominant in Europe for more than 
a century, is essentially anthropocentric It starts, not with the 
universe, but with the faculties and processes of the human mind. 
To many a student it seems that, after an immense and pertmacious 
elaboration of ingenious logical thought, it produces at the end of 
the argument nothing different from the assumptions that were put 
m at the beginning — unless indeed something fresh has surreptitiously 
been slipped m during the process, usually under cover of some 
verbal ambiguity Each dialectic appears convincing until the next 
dialectician shows its omissions and mconsistencies; himself to be 
refuted in turn by the one who comes after. Meanwhile decades, 
generations go by, and philosophy goes on, intangible and elusive, 
giving to the himgiy and thirsty human soul just such food and 
drink as the iromc gods gave to Tantalus 

It may be said that, since there is no permanency in science, since 
its conclusions change as knowledge grows, philosophy on this 
principle will find its premisses ever shifting To some extent this 
must be so. And is it wrong that it should be so’ If in earlier times 
philosophy had had at its disposal the knowledge that has now 
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been brought by physics, chemistry, psychology, biology in all its 
branches; and the social sciences ako, politics, economics, eugenics 
—can we doubt that it would have shaped itself differently? Plato 
and Aristotle must needs have written differently, and Descartes 
and Spinoza. As Wildon Carr has said, “If Immanuel Kant had 
lived in our day. he could not have written The Crttique of Pure 
Reason without such fundamental modifications as would have made 
it not only another book but a new philosophy, even though his 
old philosophy should have been contained in it ” And there is no 
reason to doubt — or to regret — that in so far as the basic conclusions 
of the science of the next century will differ from those of the science 
of to-day the philosophy of the next century will be modified 
correspondingly. There must be what Ernst Mach called “the 
gradual accommodation of thoughts to facts.’’ 

We may see, looking back, that it was the duahsm of Descartes 
that set us on the wrong track. Hts principles, says \Vhitehead, 
“lead straight to the theory of a matenalistic, mechanistic nature, 
surveyed by cogitating minds After the close of the seventeenth 
century science took charge of the materialistic nature, and philo- 
sophy took chaise of the cc^tating mmds. Some schools of philosophy 
admitted an ultimate dualism, and the various idealistic schools 
claimed that nature was merely the chief example of the cogitations 
of minds. But all schools admitted the Cartesian analysis of the 
ultimate elements of nature “ Whitehead adds that philosophy, 
emphasizing Mind, was out of touch wnth science during the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centunes; but. he says, "it is creeping 
back into its old importance owing to the rise of psychology and 
its alhance wth physiolc^ ’’ And he speaks elsew’here of "the 
groundwork of common expenence which is the final test of all 
science and philosophy ” 

The human mind has ever sought a wmdow through which it 
might look upon the universe, idealistic philosophy gave it only a 
mirror, so that it was merely itself that it saw 

From this the conclusion does not follow that philosophy is to be 
regarded as nothing more than a branch of science without specific 
functions of her own She may draw her materials from science, 
but she must choose her tasks and reach her results for herself. As 
Professor ^ird puts it, "Philosophy has never flourished except in 
alhance with the sciences, and also has never flourished when it was 
prepared to plod humbly after them.” 

We may regard, then, the frontier where science and philosophy 
meet, where the conclusions of the one are handed across to become 
the premisses of the other, as the vital centre in the wde realm of 
thought. 
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If this general conception were accepted, it would lead straightway 
to an immense simplification of metaphysics 

Take for example the principle of causality, which has given nse 
to such vast and subtle dissertations. For science there is nothing 
transcendental about it. Causation is merely a statement of fact, a 
name for a process : certain events in combination are followed by 
other events; we call the first "causes’' Mid the others "effects ’’ As 
soon as the conditions are present together the effect necessarily 
follows. That is the position from the scientific standpoint, and is 
there any reason why philosophy should spend her energies in 
seeking anythmg more recondite^ 

It is true that there has arisen in recent years, as we all know, a 
school of physicists— Heisenberg, Bohr, Schrodinger, Eddington, 
and others — who chaUenge the principle of causality itself, and 
assert that an opposite pnnciple of uncertainty operates throughout 
nature When I first ventured to address the Institute on this 
subject — on a similar occasion to this five years ago — it appeared 
that that theory was becoming predominant m physics and was 
likely to influence philosophy profoundly Since then the movement 
of thought has been the other way — largely owing to the repudiation 
of Heisenberg’s theory by the two most eminent theoretical physicists 
of our time, Einstein and Planck, and its non-acceptance by the 
most eminent experimental physicist. Lord Rutherford — a man 
illustrious throughout the world, whose death is universally mourned, 
and most of all by those who had the great privilege of his warm- 
hearted fnendship 

The recent International Congress of Philosophy, held m Pans, 
assigned one of its sections to this question of indetermmism, and 
I was interested to find that far the greater volume of opinion, 
expressed in the papers submitted and in the discussions, was against 
the indetermuiists Until fresh reason is showm to the contrary, 
philosophers are under no obligation to abandon the earlier doctrme, 
held with unanimity by all scientists for many generations, that the 
processes of nature are uniform, that pure hazard does not enter, 
that effects follow causes with certainty, and that hke causes always 
produce like effects 

Consider another of the great simplifications that will follow if 
philosophy frankly accepts the conclusions of science as its own 
starting-point. The scientific world is agreed as to the vahdity of 
the principle of evolution, whatever controversy there may still be 
with regard to natural selection as its biological method Man, 
therefore, must see himself as an offepring from lower organisms, 
and his mind as occupying, not a quasi-creative position — not a 
"position of miraculous pri^ege,” to quote Professor Laird again — 
but the status of the organ of intelligence of one creature among 
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thousands, or possibly nuHions. Consequently we must primarily 
regard man as from the univ^se, and no longer, as the idealists 
sought to do. primarily regard the universe as from man. As 
Professor A. D. Ritchie has written: “There are many possible \vays 
of approach to philosophy, and there is also an impossible one, 
though one that has often been tried. That the philosopher can 
somehow spm his philosophy out of w'hat he finds inside himself, 
that he has some private internal source of information in \drtue of 
which he can deade %vhat the universe must be. without needing 
to take the trouble to look at it, is a behef that dies hard ” 

Consider again how great aviU be the alleviation to philosophy 
when all the metaphysical discussions on such subjects as “colour” 
disappear; it bemg discovered that there is nothing there to be 
discussed. We know now how the different colours, as we term them, 
arise from the fact that a ray of ordinary light, when it falls upon 
an object, is split up into a number of component rays of different 
wave-lengths . some of these are absorbed into the atoms of which 
the object is made up, and others are reflected If a group of these 
reflected rays enter a human eye, they cause a sensation in the 
brain which we call seemg a red or green or yeDow object, or what- 
ever the particular colour may be, depending upon the length of 
the waves of the radiation But “colour,” as such, in the abstract is 
non-existent It is our name for that group of phenomena. Physics 
tells us about the rays, and physiolt^ and psy^ology tell us about 
the sensations Consequently there is nothing for philosophy to 
discuss; except indeed the nature and value oi the emotions which 
colour may evoke — when we see a sunset, for example, or flowers, 
or a painting , and the nature and \'alue of a universe of which such 
emotions form part 

I would submit another of the gams to philosophy from the 
simplification which will follow an acceptance of scientific con- 
clusions; it comes from the establishment by physics of the unity of 
space-time. Here the consequences seem likely to be revolutionary. 
AH the long and elaborate discussions on the nature of absolute 
Time and its relations with absolute Space, all the metaphysics 
which turn on the idea of pure Duration, fade away. They are 
deprived of their very subject-matter It is futile to discuss Time in 
itself, or Duration m itself, if there is no such thing. 

The ingenious speculations of Mr. J W. Dunne on what he terms 
Serial Time have attracted much attention of late. The plays of 
Mr. Pnestley, based upon those speculations, are a rare example of 
metaphysics penetrating into daily life, and even fascinating crowded 
audiences m the theatre But are the metaphj’sics sound? Is the 
popular imnd bemg enlightened or being confused? Let us pause to 
examine the question that is mx-olved 
10 
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The investigation of the structure of the atom has proved that at 
the heart of things there is motion. Within each atom electrical units 
of vanous lands are in incessant movement with inconceivahle 
frequencies We imagine that a piece of rock at the heart of a 
mountain remains the same contmually from one million years to 
another If we could see into its innermost substance, we should find 
that it does not remam the same from one-millionth of a second to 
the ne.xt 

There can be no physical e.vistence without some kind of motion 
Motion imolves that something is at one itme in one place and at 
another time in another place It is therefore impossible that there 
should be motion in space alone or m time alone, there can be 
motion only m a combination of the two Tiy’ to separate them, 
and motion would cease \\ ithout motion nothing could exist Hence 
we are brought to the inescapable conclusion that absolute time 
apart from space, or absolute space apart from time, are conceptions 
that have no counterpart m the perceived um%erse They are no 
more than empty imaginings of the human mind It may be said 
that we can di\nde space mto miles or acres or mches, and tune 
into years or days or second*, and that the*e are quite different 
But such dmsions, considered m isolation, are conventional fictions 
only Since absolute Space and absolute Time represent nothing 
actual in the universe, they can be of no %’aJue to philosophy. The 
only basis for metaphj'sical speculation, therefore, is the conception 
of the single indiMsible Space-Time 

\\'e are meeting in London on a Tuesday \\‘e assume that London 
1* in one category' and Tuesday in another London. say, was 
here on Jlonday and will be here on Wednesday, the conceptions of 
place and of tune are alt<^ether separate But on consideration we 
shall see that that is not so If we wish to state the facts correctly, 
we should say that we are meeting m London-as-it-is-on-this- 
Tuesday’, or we could meet in London-as-it-is on a-M'ednesday, or 
on any other day, but it i* not possible to meet in a London on no 
day, for London could not exist apart from tune Nor could we 
meet on a Tuesday nowhere, for that could not exist either 
There can be no “duration” unless there is something that 
endures 

It has long been recognized that it is impossible to separate in 
actuality the three spatial dimensions of length, breadth, and thick- 
ness We may write books of geometry m which points are discussed 
possessmg none of those dimensions, or Imes which have one 
dimension; or plane surfaces which have two, and it is useful to 
engage in such discussions because of the deductions that can be 
dra%vn from them by' other sciences, or in practical hfe, or indeed 
because of the intellectual exercise. But we have always kno\vD quite 
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well that there are no such things in reality as points or lines or 
planes as so defined 

The conclusion is that if philosophy is to deal with the actual 
universe; if it is to be something more than a mere exercise in logic, 
a kind of intellectual game played wth counters which are conven- 
tionally given an artificial value and according to rules invented by 
the players— then it must accept the fact that a separate Space and 
a separate Time are non-existent, and that it is futile to spend 
energy in discussing them 

Once grasp this conception of an mdivisible Space-time and 
speculations such as those of Mr Dunne are deprived of their first 
premiss You may represent Time in general as T, and particular 
times as t^, t^, and so forth, 5rou may make use of these symbols 
in ingenious equations, and apply them in “an infinite regress ” 
Nevertheless they do not mean anything actual Time apart from 
extension is merely a word In the universe that we can perceive 
you cannot separate time from thmgs Events can no more take 
place twice over than a loaf of bread can be eaten twice over 
Caesar died, stabbed in the Senate-house at Rome, on the Ides of 
March in the year that we call 44 b.c At a particular moment his 
heart ceased beating, his lungs stopped breathing, his vital processes 
ceased An astronomer might have determined the precise moment 
by sidereal time, by the positions that were occupied by the earth, 
the sun, and certain stars when Caesar drew his last breath That 
event and that moment were unique in the history of the universe. 
No question of relativity, or of “/j, /j.’’ or of infinite regresses, 

could make Caesar die twice, or that position of the earth, sun, and 
stars occur twice And so with every event that has happened or 
will happen, with every phenomenon and every thought 

Mr. Dunne in his books gives many interesting examples of 
prevision. What the explanation of those occurrences may be I do 
not know, but I feel convinced that it cannot be any form of 
“Serial Time,” of dual or multiple happenings 
The conception of a unified Space time must rule out also such 
ideas as that of “pull from the future.” General Smuts, in his Holism 
and Exoluhon, writes (speaking of an organism). "The pull of the 
future is ataost as much upon it as the push of the past, and both 
are essential to the character, function, and activities which it 
displays in the present.” Professor Arnold Toynbee, in his A Study 
of History, quotes, with concurrence, another passage m the same 
book. “The Universe ... has a trend, it has a list. It has an 
immanent Telos. It belongs to or is makmg for some greater whole 
And the pull of this greater whole is enregistered m its inmost 
structures. If such expressions as "the pull of the greater whole 
that the universe is making for” are merely figures of speech, weU 
iz 
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and good. It would be pedantic to quarrel with them. Or if they are 
merely intended to convey the fact that organisms, man among 
them, are animated by purpose, by a desire to attain to something 
which may be expected to come later, then they are obviously 
expressmg a reality. It is not indeed a pull from the future, it is a 
push, due to experiences in the past showing their effects in the 
present and giving an impulse forward But there is nothing actual 
which "pulls’' the acorn to become an oak It is pushed by the 
constitution and capacities it has inherited from the past If those 
expressions are meant to imply that there is such a thing as "the 
future," which has actuality and can exercise some kind of influence, 
then they can onJ}' mislead and confuse us 

The last example that I would submit of the simplification that 
may come to philosophy if it consents to take science as its purveyor 
relates to the long effort that has been made to define universes- 
What is the nature of "the Absolute" > What is the meaning of 
"the Good” and so forth If philosophy has not been able to present 
any definition, for instance of “the Good,” that will meet wth 
general acceptance, may it not be because there is no such thing’ 
If the idea is no more than an artificial abstraction drawn from the 
many particular goods that constitute reality, it is not surprising 
that It cannot be defined apart from those particulars Life does 
not offer us "the Good" any more than nature offers us "the Tree ” 
So also philosophy has faded to find “the sanction for morality" 
— to take another example — because there are many sanctions, 
and not one only, as we may see around us every day. I would 
venture to suggest that the most dangerous word in the whole 
philosophic vocabulary is the apparently humble and insignificant 
word “the ’’ 

Kant had one great advantage over all the philosophers who 
came after him • he did not have to spend years of his life studying 
Kant The longer the hst of the classic philosophers extends the 
more the mind of the student is liable to be clogged by the mass of 
histoncal knowledge he is required to absorb It is not a question 
of "gomg back to Spinoza,” to use a phrase sometimes heard 
nowadays It is not a question of going back to anyone Philosophy 
ought not to be a matter of choosing one of a senes of pigeon-holes 
inscribed with the names of thinkers or of schools of thought, of 
creeping in and shding to the cover. Philosophy, I would submit, 
should rather devote itself in these days to a new clarification of its 
own ideas in the light of those new and fundamental discoveries of 
science. Then it may seek a synthesis with science and -with religion. 

It is that threefold synthesis which may be able to offer to the 
world the guidance ft so urgently needs; may be able to tell us 

13 



PHILOSOPHY 


what values are really worth while, in what a high civilization 
really consists. 

Such a synthesis will not give us, indeed, a definite programme of 
practical action. That is the province of politics and economics, of 
the specialized sciences, and of rdi^on separately: religion moulded 
no doubt by philosophy and by science, but animated by its own 
authentic spirit and brin^g its own spedfic contribution. The 
function of philosophy, in union with the others, is rather to set 
the aims which practical action should As Hume said, "We 
come to a philosopher to be instructed how we shall choose our 
ends, more than the means for attaining the ends ” 

But mark the number of practical issues besetting our minds day 
by day on which this synthesis of philosophy, science, and rehgion 
will have a bearing 

Is the State or nation a real entity, as Hegel taught and the Nazis 
and Fasdsts believe’ Or is it only one more “fictional abstraction" ? 
Does the individual exist ultimately for the State, or the State for 
the individual’ 

Is war between nations the outcome of a supreme natural law of 
a struggle for existence leading to the survival of the fittest, and 
therefore in the end beneficent’ Or is this merely a misapplication 
of biological conclusions to a sphere they do not fit? 

Is it true that thermodymamics proves conclusively that the earth 
is doomed to become lifeless, as the moon is; that the universe itself 
is on the way to ultimate death’ If so, does this involve a funda- 
mental pessimism in our general outlook, with a repudiation of the 
optimistic element in the rebgious creeds’ 

Is it possible to find a sound basis for ethics apart from theologj’? 
If it is, in what does the basis consist? If it is not possible, does it 
follow that theological dogmas ought to be accepted even if they 
are believed not to be true’ 

How far, if at all, should political ideologies influence scientific 
conclusions’ Sidney and Beatrice Webb, m their book on Soviet 
Commumsm, quote the following watchwords from The Journal for 
Marxtst-Leninist Natural Sctence "We stand for Party in Mathe- 
matics’’; "We stand for the punty of the Marxist-Lenmist theory 
in surgery.” Is this an example to be imitated? 

If the principle of Causality is M;knowledged to be supreme, wbat 
will be effect upon the current popular superstitions’ Wbat shall 
we think, for example, of the Town Council of Margate, which 
decided in January 1937 that no house in any new street on its 
housing estates was to be numbered thirteen? tVhat shall we think 
of some of our newspapers with vast circulations which print week 
by week columns of astrological prophecies under such titles as 
The Stars ForeteU”’ And what shall we thmk of their readers? 
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These are features — some more important, some less — in the 
civilization of the twentieth century to which a s}mthesis of philo- 
sophy, science, and religion may address itself 

I would end by venturing, perhaps rashly, to submit some of my 
own beliefs as to the direction in which such a synthesis may lead us. 

It may come to be recognized universally that, as Bernard Shaw 
says, "Chdlization needs a religion as a matter of life and death.'’ 
That religion will no doubt take various forms to meet the needs of 
various races and temperaments and under the influence of various 
traditions But it can hardly fail to be at bottom theistic I would 
remind you how many of the eminent philosophers of to-day accept 
the theistic position, conspicuous among them \Vhitehead, Alexander, 
Bergson, Lloyd Morgan Religion in the future will necessarily be 
purged of ideas in the sphere of physics and biology that have been 
inherited from the past but are now discredited. It must be such as 
to invite and to satisfy both the saint and the scientist 

A fire, a oust, aad a planet 
A crystal and a cell. 

\ jeU>‘fisb and a saunan. 

And a cave where the ca%cmen dwell 
Then a sense of law and beauty. 

And a face turned from the clod, 

Some call it Evolution 
Others call it God 

The Civilization that may come cannot be materialist It wall not 
lay too much emphasis on “things ’’ Let each nation do honour to 
those of its members who are engaged in matenal production, but 
I cannot imagme a really great civilization being content to take as 
its symbol the tools of industry and agriculture, the hammer and 
the sickle; or spendmg for long its chief enthusiasm upon factories 
and tractors That is to see in man a body that makes and consumes, 
rather than a mind that thinks and creates, understands, aspires 
and enjoys A civilization in which economic factors are not kept as 
servants but are raised to be rulers, or even gods, can never suihce 
the human soul 

When the “fictional abstractions,” as Vaihinger calls them, have 
disappeared, the individual man will be left clear-cut agamst the sky, 
no longer enshrouded by metaphjreical mists State, nation, indus- 
trial corporations and the like ivill be seen for what they are, nothmg 
more than groupings or patterns of men and women Then may be 
ended the domination of political m3dhs; peoples will no longer be 
willing to surrender the nght to think for themselves, no longer 
consent to become fodder for ideologies, as well as kanonen-f utter-, 
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no longer submit to be inteBectually enslaved, to sink to the status 
oi Helots ot the mind. _ _ ... 

A synthesis of philosophy, sdence, and religion \vill keep intuition 
m its proper place, make it subject always to the guidance of the 
rational judgement. It will not underestimate the value of common 
sense; will be suspicions of philosophic paradox, ivill believe that 
an idea need not be false merdy because it is obvious, and that even 
a truism may still be true. It will find the road to \vise conclusions 
in the worldivide and age-long process of observation and experiment, 
trial and error, practical experience and free discussion. 

Among the truisms, among the things that are obvious, is the 
infinite mischief done by the two great evils of the modem world. 
War and Poverty ^Vhen Osu'ald Spongier says that ‘‘War is the 
creator of all great things” he gives us the authentic utterance of 
barbarism. Mankmd ivill come to see that by far the greatest danger 
to its ovTi welfare is the existence of States which combine technical 
strength with moral weakness, the possession of great means ivith 
indifference to good ends 

Kor will the future be likely to tolerate that minghng of splendour 
and squalor which the twentieth century has inherited from the 
eighteenth and nineteenth — a brilliant garment on a body dirty and 
diseased. First let the body be cleansed and cured, then array it. 
When intelligence and goodwill get fully to work on our social 
system, they will bring about great changes 
We see that the movement towards such ends as these has already 
succeeded m setting a fresh value on simplicity Great mansions, 
for example, are gradually becommg anachronisms of the country- 
side, hke the medieval castles that preceded them Lavish display, 
troops of servants, are out of fashion, not only because of the 
pressure of equalitanan taxation, but also because private pomp sees 
itself to be an insult to poverty. 

Art follows, as always, the predominant trend of thought. We see 
It now no longer creating ornament for ornament's sake; catering 
less for pnvate luxury and more for ordinary comfort and general 
civic needs, aiming at imparting beauty to everyday things IVe 
cannot doubt that that tendency ^vill develop 
There have been signs indeed that this movement may overpass 
itself, going beyond the simple and beautiful to the merely primitive, 
which may also be the ugly. Because we prefer a Doric temple to 
the Albert Memorial, that is no reason why we should prefer the 
art of Easter Island or Benin to the Doric temple, no reason why 
we should prefer Epstein’s “Genesis” to Michelangelo’s “Da%vn,” the 
style of the Futurists or Surrealists to that of Rembrandt, or negroid 
music to the purity of Bach or the majesty of Beethoven 

It is easy to stress the evils of the civilization that is now around 
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T 15 . We mar easily come to think that it offers little else than e\’ils. 
Yet the men of the Middle Ages, conld they reappear, would env\’ 
us our freedom from the more constant wars, the more desperate 
povert}*, the widespread ignorance, the unchecked diseases and 
constant epidemics from which they suffered- The study of the 
conditions of the past is often the best cure for pessimism about 
the present. 

Nor is It true that our age is wholly deafened by its own noise 
and degraded by its o\’m \*ulgantifis. We read of the “noble simpIiaU* 
and qmet g^eat^e^s of the age of Pendes." and we draw a contrast. 
Yet there are many men and many women to^iay. m all countnes 
and among all dajses, who>e hves are marked by jmt those qualities. 
It 13 thev who mav be the precursors of the next age. and not the 
others. 

“AH the great ages.” said Emerson. ' have been ages of belief. 
I mean, when there was anv e-xtraordmaiy power of performance, 
when great national movements began, when arts appeared, when 
heroes existed, when poems were made, the human soul was in 
earn^t, and had fixed its thoagbts on spmrual ^e^ae!s ” And aU 
the great ages have had confidence in themselves and m the future; 
have been forward-looking, not cnttcal merely and parasitical upon 
the past. Hellenism became decadent, became Hellemstic, when, as 
iMiitehead puts it. “leammg and learned taste replaced the ardour 
of adventure” and “genius wa^ suded by repetiuoa If a statue 
were to be designed symbolmng man, it might well be modelled on 
the statues of Janus, with two faces, one countenance regarding 
the past — and it would be the face of old age, one countenance 
turned to the future — the face of \outh 

So philosophy coming out of iu, pha:^ of classicism. :-cience coming 
out of its phase of matenalLm, and rehgioa from its servitude to 
dogmas that are outworn, may join m constructing a spiritual and 
inteUectual framework for the future They mav give to mankmd 
clear-cut ideas, simple, easfly grasped. aUi-e in the mind and pwwerful 
to guide conduct. “Meliorism” may become a kev-word — the discard, 
that is to say, of both optimism and pessiau-m, with emphasis on 
the need and the hopetukift-s of effort to make thing:^ better 

Consaous Evolution may another root idea, ilan ha-, come to 
understand, however imperfectly, his place in the historj- of things, 
his emironment, and how m some degree it may be modified, his 
own nature, and how in some degree it mav be moulded. The 
knowledge wiU stmmlate his efforts, help to determirie their direction, 
immensely accelerate the pace of his progress “Man is in the 
making,” Lowes Dickinson wrote. *Tjut henceforth he must make 
himself. To that point Nature has led him oat of the primeval slime. 
She has given him limbs, she has given brain, she has given 
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him the rudiment of a soul. Now it is for him to make or mar that 
splendid torso Let him look no more to her for aid; for it is her 
ivill to create one who has the power to create himself. If he fail, 
she fails, back goes the metal to the pot; and the great process 
begins anew. If he succeeds, he succeeds alone. His fate is in his 
own hands. Of that fate, did he hut know’ it, brain is the lord, to 
fashion a palace fit for the soul to inhabit.*’ 

Such are the ideals to which our trinity, intimately unified, of 
philosophy, science, and rehgion may point. There we may see in 
what a true civilization consists. Lighted by that conception the 
landscape through which we are passmg need not seem so gloomy, 
but w”!!! have the sunshine slanting through it. 



GREAT THINKERS 


(XIII) IMMANUEL KANT 

Professor G DAWES HICKS. M A , Ph D . Lift D , F B A 

The close proximity of the nineteenth century to our own age is 
an impediment in the way of tracing with confidence the lines of its 
intellectual development, and more espeaally of estimating the 
significance of its philosophical speculation Certain characteristics 
of the latter are, however, already sufficiently obvious It is clear, 
at any rate, that the chief attempts at philosophical construction 
in the nineteenth century were the outcome of German reflexion, it 
is clear also that the great thinker who died m 1804 set the current 
of speculative acti%nty upon a course markedly distinguishable from 
any that had been followed in preceding centunes As a philosophical 
epoch, the nineteenth centuiy was emphatically the century of 
Kant It began with the elaboration of the idealistic systems 
which have often been regarded as constituting the advance from 
Kant, it ended, after the culmination of those systems, in meta- 
phj’Sical conceptions that seemed the apotheosis of what had been 
propounded in Konigsberg, with the demand for a “return to Kant," 
as the condition of philosophical speculation understanding itself 
and of pushing forward to new undertakings In more ways than one 
Kant was the founder of modem philosophy It was he who gave to 
the fundamental questions of philosophy the form which they still 
retain; it was he who first applied the methods of research by which 
solutions of these questions are stfll being sought 

Immanuel Kant was born in Konigsberg, a small aty on the extreme 
north-eastern frontier of Prussia, on Apnl 22, 1724 He spent the 
whole of his life in Konigsberg and never \Tsited any towns other 
than those m his own piroviBce of East Prosaia His father was a 
poor but vert* worthy citizen, a saddler and strapmaker by trade, 
his mother was a woman of intelligence and of a deeply rehgiou^v 
nature, largely influenced by the revivalut movement then of 
considerable influence in Germany known as PistLm. Kant himcyelf 
always spoke of hts father's ancestors as being of Scotch descent, 
but as to this there appears to be a great deal of doubt. He was the 
second of a familt’ of nine children, only five of whom, however, 
survived the years of infant^ Hts early education was probably 
rendered possible by the gen^ositt* of one I>r, F A Schulz, who was 
the head of the mctet important s^ool of Konigsberg, the Conegium 
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Fredericianmn, so called on account of its being endowed by Frederick 
the Great, and \\ho was impressed by the manifest rigns of promise 
which he discerned in his pupil. Schulz was a man of wide leaming, 
and was also deeply imbued witb the spirit of Ketism, and he 
evidently exerted considerable influence upon Kant’s mental 
development. AMien the school years were over, Kant began to 
attend lectures at the age of e^hteen, in the year 17.40, at the 
Umversity of Konigsberg. He supported himself meanwhile by 
teaching, apparently also recei\nng some little help from an uncle. 
At the Umversity he gamed the personal friendship of the ablest 
of the professors, one JIartm Knutzen. a man of distmct philosophical 
abihtj’ and well versed likewise in the principles of natural science 
Through his ad\'ice, Kant commenced to studj- the works of Neivton, 
and in the first instance his interest centred upon mathematical and 
physical investigations rather than upon philosophy. His earliest 
work, written in 1747, m his twenty-third year, and published in 
1749, was an Essay On the True EstwiaU of Movuig Forces; and six 
years later appeared his General Faiural History and Theory of the 
Heaiens, an elaborate exposition of the nebular hj'pothesis of the 
ongin of planetary systems, in which he anticipated by forty years 
the celebrated work of the great French Astronomer, Laplace. For 
nine years previous to the publication of this treatise in 1755 Kant 
had been obliged, through stress of circumstances, to act as domestic 
tutor in various families in the neighbourhood of Konigsbeig. In 
1755 he returned, however, to the Umversity, took his Degree as 
Doctor of Philosophy, and wrote the Latin Dissertation On the Fomi 
and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible World (published in 
1770) to habilitate, as the Germans say. at the Umversity— that is, 
to qualify himself for teaching there He then became a Privat- 
Docent. a private lecturer, namely, without a salaij% taking classes 
in Logic, Metaphysics, Phyacs. and Mathematics The eleven years 
following were years of extreme harddup and poverty; he had to 
eke out a livmg by such stray appointments as he could get. His 
struggle m this respect was ended in 1770, when he ivas forty-six 
years of age, by his being appointed to the Chair of Logic and 
Metaphysics in the University, the duties of which he continued to 
disch^ge until 1797, after which year he was prevented from 
lecturing through the increasing infirmities of age It was during his 
career as a professor that bis greater works were published. He died 
on February* 12, 1S04 

Kant s chief philosophical works, written during the period of his 
professor^p at Konigsberg, are the foUowing- KrtUk of Pure Reason, 
first edition, 1781, Prolegomena to every Future hletaphysic, 17S3; 
Fundamental PnnapUs of the Metaphysie ofMcrah. 1785; Kritik of 
Pure Reason, second edition. 1787; Kntik of Pracitcal Reason. 17SS; 
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Kriiik of Judgement, 1790; Religion vrithin the Bounds of Pure Reason, 
1793; Meiaphysic of Morals, 1797. 

It Vi'as only gradually that Kant succeeded m working his way to 
the point of of the Critical Philosophy. As a student he had been 
brought up in the traditions of the philosoph\" of Leibniz, in the 
form in which that philosophj' was then represented in the German 
Universities C. F. Wolfi, in tiATng to m^e Leibniz's philosophy 
consistent, had reduced it to a mere skeleton of what it was in its 
author's own hands, and had converted it into a barren s}‘stem of 
logical distinctions W’olffs whole mode of thinking mav not imfairlj* 
be described as rationah'sm m its crudest and most arid aspect, and, 
as thus developed, it fell an east prey to the more promising method 
of empirical mvestigation which had its home in England, and was 
then becoming fannhar to German scholars "I honestly confess," 
wTote Kant in the Preface to the Prolegomena, ‘‘that my recollection 
of Da\ad Hume’s teaching was the veri.' thing which many \-ears 
ago first interrupted my dogmatic slumber, and gave roy investiga- 
tions in the field of speculative philosophy a new direction '' It is, 
hov, ever, impossible in a single article to trace the stages of Kant’s 
Pre-Critical period, and I proceed at once to an account of his 
philosophy in its mature form 

His own mvestigation Kant was wont to describe as ' critical” 
And by the terra “critical” he mtended to emphasize the change m 
the point of ^•^ew taken by himself from what had been adopted in 
the earlier philosophiea especially of Leibniz and Uoln. but also, 
though not so expliatly, of Locke and Hume Trained, as I have said, 
in the traditions of the first, awajtened from the “dogmatic slumber" 
which that training had engendered in him by the sceptical doubts 
of the second, Kant, m his subsequent thinking, made it his aim to 
reconcile the elements of truth he discerned m each of these s\~stems 
and to transcend them In their oirn way, no doubt, Locke, Leibniz, 
and Hume had been critics too, cntics of the conventional notions 
and assumptions prevalent m the science and popular thinking of 
their da\ But, as a distinguishing mark of philosophical procedure, 
“cnticism" had for Kant a specific and carefully defined meaning, 
a meaning which it had not previonsly borne and which it was not 
henceforward to lose. “Cntidsm,” in his view of it, stood opposed to 
what he called “dogmatism.” And by “dogmatism'’ he m\-anab!5‘ 
understood any mode of dealing %vitb facts purporting to be known 
facts without a prettons inqmn' into the significance and legitimacy 
of the notions by which such facts were mterpreted. In seeking to 
determine the nature and relations of real things, metaphvsical 
thinkers had freely employed conceptions such as those of ground 
and consequent, cause and effect, identitj’ and different, and the 
like; and, although Hume had called in question the validitj- of the 
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ordinary notion of causal connected n ess, yet he had availed himself, 
without compunction, of most of the other categories, and the 
problem had never been seriously faced whether so-cahed "things” 
were rightly conceived by the help of these and such-like notions at 
all. The impasse before which the philosophy of the eighteenth 
century had found itself at a stand was, consequently, not sur- 
prising. If, for instance, "things" were regarded after a manner 
sufficiently familiar, as in some way "given" to the faculty of thought 
or intelhgence, and if, further, these “things” were conceived as 
things-in-themselves, things, that is to say, existmg in fulness of 
being independently of their bemg known, then it appeared to Kant 
evident that the only relation possible between the assumed "things” 
and the mind would be the relation indicated by the term "affections” 
or “modifications" of the mind, and that what w as called knowledge 
of the supposed things-in-themselves could at the best be only 
knowledge of the resiits, the impressions, produced by them In 
that case, not only would such knowledge m no sense be, what the 
interpreting notions made use of led to the belief it was, universal 
and necessary, but since it was in the first instance, at any rate, 
knowledge of the subjective furniture, so to speak, of the mind itself, 
the doubt must ever remain whether it adequately, or even at all, 
represented the nature and relations of real being. Indeed, one 
might push Kant's reflexions beyond the point to which he himself 
carried them in his own introductory statements, and insist that if 
what we take to be knowledge of things in-themselves be thus in 
truth the merely subjective having of impressions, produced by 
such "things,” there wouldbenomeansof explaminghowfrom these 
"affections of the mind” there should grow up the wholly different 
mental attitude expressed by the phrase "toowledge of things.” 
An vnpasse of this kind seemed, then, to Kant to be inevitable so 
long as the interpreting nobons which reflective thought employed, 
and perhaps unavoidably employed, were not first of all subjected 
to critical scnitmy, and the precise significance they had, other than 
the obvious one of being modes m which a thmking mind orders and 
arranges its experience, ascertained What the nature of a "thing” 
is apprehended as being will largely depend upon the interpreting 
notions applied in the process of its apprehension, and the peculiarity 
of the OTtical method lay in the preliminary justification it required 
of the interpreting notions thus applied. 

Kant further described his investigation as "transcendental,” and 
by this term likewise he gave expression to a characteristic feature of 
his method of research, a feature also distinctive of much of the 
speculation which has followed the Kantian A transcendental treat- 
ment of experience was expliatly defined by Kant as one in which 
there is given the ground for a prion determinations in respect to 
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objects. By a priori determinations he meant determinations which 
are universal and necessary, as contrasted with ^vhat is taken to be 
a posteriori or particular And. since all knowledge involves universal 
and necessarj’ factors, since universal and necessarj- factors are 
essential to knowledge of whatsoever kind, a transcendental inquiry 
was in truth an inquiiy' into the nature of knowledge as such, an 
examination of knowledge undertaken with a view to e.xhibitmg the 
conditions imphed in knowing, or in being aware of, anjlhing. A 
transcendental inquiry thus stood opposed to a psychological 
investigation into the way in which knowing as an operation or a 
process of an rndhidual mind happens or is brought about. Con- 
sidered as a complex of mental events or occurrences, an act of 
knowing is a particular fact in the natural world, an infinitesimal 
constituent of the great totahty of existence, and, m endeavouring 
to trace its genesis and history, the psychologist is compelled to use 
the notions or categones. the a prion pnnciples as Kant called them, 
without which the said act of knowing could not be known by him 
at all The psychologist assumes that this fact, the occurrence, 
namely, of particular mental events, can be known, he assumes also 
that the means by v'hich it is known are reliable and trustworthy. 
But it was just the assumed reliability and trustworthiness of the 
notions involved in knowledge, whether in knowledge of what we 
call matenal or of w hat we call mental facts, that appeared to Kant 
to offer to philosophy the initial problem it had to solve This 
problem concerned not at all the natural cmcumstances under which 
knowing takes place m an individual mind, it concerned not at all 
the actual contents of the knowledge which might be obtained either 
by one individual or by any number of individuals It was restricted 
to what may be called the logical conditions of knowledge and to 
determming the range within which knowledge on account of its 
nature must be confined 

To show, then, how knowledge of objects is possible, to discover 
the groimd on which the validity of such knowledge is based, and to 
fix the boundaries beyond which the validity of what claimed to be 
knowledge could not be sustained, such was the task which Kant set 
for himself m the Kritik of Pure Reason The outcome of his mvestiga- 
tion may be said bnefly to be the reverse of the familiar Platonic 
view’ of the relation of cognition and existence. Plato sharply dis- 
tinguished the world of ultimate reality, the world of the Ideas 
(iSetu or etSi?), the eternal essences in a sphere transcending the 
sphere of time and space, from the world of phenomena, the world 
of sensuous things, subject to perpetual flux and change Knowledge, 
in the stnct acceptation of the term, there could be, so he 

held, of the former, but of the latter we become aware only through 
the dubious, uncertain medium of behef or opinion, ho^a, Kant, too, 
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was led, as a result of more than one line of consideration, to draw 
a sharp distinction between the world of ultimate realities, or 
noumena, as he named them, and the world of phenomena, or objects 
of sense. But, unlike Plato, he reached the conclusion that only of 
phenomena could there be, in the strict sense of the term, knowledge, 
whilst of noumena, of things-in themselves, we were unable through 
the avenue of the understanding to form any positive conception. 
Kant, then, believed himself in the Krtttk, on the one hand, to have 
established the trustw orthmess of ordmary experience, and the 
vahdity of the reasoning exempli&ed in mathematics and the natural 
sciences, and, on the other hand, to have disposed of the claims of 
metaphysics to rank as a Wt^enschaft. 

Let us dwell for a while on some of the salient points yielded by 
the analysis of expenence from which the conclusion just referred 
to was drawn. Kant’s discoveries were numerous and important, but 
perhaps no one of them was of greater significance than his singling 
out the characteristic of objecltvtty as that which presented the 
central problem lor a theory of knowledge Why was it that what is 
known siaitis over agaxmi the knowing subject as other than and 
distmct from the act of knowing’ How comes it that a subjective 
activity of the mind, be it produced or not produced by the influence 
of external thmgs, should carry with it the unique feature, reference 
to an object’ Expressed quite generally Kant's solution of the 
problem is the following. Sense data received mto the a priori forms 
of mtuition, space and time, are apprehended as constituents of 
objects m consequence of being wrought into the texture of experi- 
ence through means of the pure notions of the understanding, or 
categories The object cognized is, that is to say, essentially a complex 
of heterogeneous factors, and. in and by the act or process of cog- 
nizing, a synthesis or conjunction of these factors is brought about. 
The process mvolved, m the first place, the multiplicity of sense- 
material, sense presentations, mere impressions, not per se so much 
as cognizable, and devoid of any power to group or arrange them- 
selves These elements are a postenon, particular and given, Kant 
was often indmed to suppose, by the action of real things upon the 
faculty of sensibility The process mvolved, in the second place, two 
forms or general modes, in w'hich the manifold of sensations is 
received As umversai conditions of sense perception, these forms of 
space and time, although sensuous m character, do not belong to any 
sense, nor are they, although general, notions or* concepts They are 
pure a prion intuitions, ways in which any mtelhgence that is like 
ours sensuously affected must receive the data of sense. The process 
involved, in the third place, the rules or principles according to w hich 
the given elements of sense are combined and, in being combined, 
are cognized. The manifold of sensuous stuff or matenal is in itself 

24 



IMMANUEL KANT 


a mere a-reipov, a merelj’ indefinite mass of disjointed particulars; 
it can become content of knowledge only through being brought into 
relation with the unit}' of consaousness, the fundamental identity 
in the midst of difference. The supreme unity in conscious experience 
is the unity of the self or ego; and, as referred to the umty of the 
self or ego, the data of sense have imposed upon them systematic 
order and connectedness. The categories — such interpreting notions 
as those of quantity and quaht}', of substance, of cause, etc — are the 
ways in which the Unity of Self-consciousness expresses itself in 
relation to the empirical detail, the modes in which self-consciousness 
plants itself out, so to speak, m the given material And the gist of 
Kant’s contention was that Jt is precisely the function of this act of 
sjmthesis to give to sense-presentations the centre of reference, the 
umt}' m difference, which is what we mean by their objectivity, that 
it is precisely the function of this act of synthesis to be productiv’e 
of the peculiar component m the object which constitutes it, apart 
from its special concrete clothing, an object at all. 

This contention is so opposed to our ordmar>' conceptions, and so 
crucial for the Kantian philosophy as a whole, that it is worth while 
rumung the risk of being wearisome in order to throw light upon it. 
Let me now trj’ to state as simply as I can what I conceive to hav'e 
been Kant’s meaning Popular reflexion habitually takes for granted 
that the dependent. gi\en, impressed character of sense-affection is 
responsible for the reference involved in an act of perception to an 
object Now , while it is true that in his unguarded moments Kant did 
sometimes allow himself to slip into phraseologj’ that would seem 
to imply this popular doctrine, j'et to him at any rate the credit is 
due of having unmistakably demonstrated its falsity In his owm 
way, he pressed the consideration that sense qualities as elements m 
the content perceived do not tell the story of their owm ongm Be 
they "affections," or "impressions," or what not, still, even so. then- 
impressed, produced, dependent character constitutes no part of 
the account they giv’e of themselves to the subject apprehending 
them, and cannot, therefore, be the determining conditions of the 
subject’s ascribing them to an external object. Kant left, mdeed, 
undisturbed the common psychological view of the way in which 
sensations come about But he did insist that as "impressions,” as 
"affections of the mind," sensations are purely subjective modifica- 
tions, and bring with them no report whatsoever of the source from 
which they come Consequently, he turned to the other factors, w hich 
analysis had revealed as present in the complex whole called an 
object, to find an explanation of the characteristic of objectivity 
Of these other factors, all are umversal and necessarj', and the 
categones, although not in themselves fully formed notions or pro- 
ducts of thought, emanate from the spontaneity of the Ego, the 
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principle that thinks. How, then, can it be the function of the cate- 
gories to give objective connectedness to the particulars of sense 
intuition? Is there not an air of paradox in attributing to the spon- 
taneity of the subject precisely the characteristic in the object which 
leads us to determine the object as other than, or as standing over 
against, the subject ’ Kant’s answer may be expressed in the following 
manner. The assertion would be paradoxical if the term “subject” 
in the first as in the second of these references denoted the individual 
mind. The Unity of the Subject, how-ever, which finds expression in 
the categones is not to be identified uith the individuality of the 
subject that opposes itself to the object. It is possible for each one of 
us to make of oivn mental life matter of contemplation, and the 
inner life will, in that case, exhibit a variously compounded unity and 
identity, the unity and identity, Kant would have said, of an object, 
an object whose comp>onents differed unquestionably from the 
components of that kmd of object which we descnbe as material, 
but nevertheless, in Kant's view, an object all the same On the 
other hand, the Unity which was the source of the categories was not 
this unity, not the unity of an object, but the Unity which was 
implied as a prior condition in making even of the inner life itself 
matter of contemplation. The Unity which Kant distinguished as 
transcendental must be understood to refer to that aspect of con- 
sciousness of which we can ofter no further explanation, because any 
explanatory term would be found to involve it as a precondition. 
“Consciousness in general” (Beu«s5/s«n uherhaupt), “original un- 
changeable consciousness,” “the permanent and abiding Ego,” “the 
correlatum of all our presentations” — these are some of the metaphors 
used by Kant in speakmg of this fundamental principle of experience, 
metaphors which were intended to indicate partly its non-individual, 
partly its purely formal character. “It is,” as William Wallace put 
it, "consciousness in general which is Kant’s theme, just as it is 
granite m general, and not the block in yonder field, which is the 
theme of the geologist.” Whilst then actualized, if the expression 
may be permitted, m each concrete centre of consciousness, con- 
sciousness in general yet transcends the latter in the aspect of what 
Windelband aptly described as “a super-individual function.” In 
every act of knowing, the individual mind must, therefore, conform 
to the conditions imposed by consaousness as such; it was precisely 
in virtue of their being conditions due to the nature of consciousness 
in general that the categories were universal and necessary. Now’, as 
involved in an individual's act of knowing, the universality and 
necessity of the categones come to recogmtion in and through the 
independent position assigned to the object. The object is appre- 
hended by the mdividual as something external to and distinct from 
himself because the categories by means of which he apprehends it 
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are not his private property, but the common property of every 
self-conscious mind. Or, in other words, the characteristic feature 
of the object, its standing over against the apprehending subject, 
means that its empirical elements are arranged m a regular, defimte, 
determinate manner, according to a fixed order or prescribed rule, 
that the individual subject, in apprehending what is offered to him 
in experience, is compelled, constrained, to conform to the conditions 
imposed by consciousness as such The laws of the game are not laid 
down by him; be is forced to observe the terms on which it is to be 
played. And he expenences the constramt as something other than 
himself. The mode of sjmthesis. that is to sa)’. is not at the mercy 
of his caprice, it does not varj' in different indivaduals, it does not 
vary in the same mdivndual at different times. And so, in contrast 
^nth his changing states, the object appears as permanent, as the 
correlate of "the unchanging consciousness,” upon which also his 
empirical indivndual self, as an object, is dependent To use Kant’s 
own words, the object is that which steadies, that which gives 
stability to, the wandering manifold of sensuous intuition And, he 
might have added, the object is likewise that which steadies, that 
which gives stability to, the transient states or phases of the 
individual mental life For it is only in so far as the wandering 
manifold of intuition is thus steadied, through being referred to an 
object, that the individual subject becomes aware of his concrete self 
as one and identical \S’ere the manifold of intuition not referred to 
an object, "vve should,” Kant wiote, "have a self as many coloured 
and as various as the impressions we receive”, or, otherwise expressed 
there would neither be awareness of self nor any self to be aw are of. 
The unity and identity of the self is realized m and through the 
unity and identity of the object; awareness of self and awareness of 
an object are correlative aad inseparable aspects of experience. 

The view taken by Kant of the constitution of the know-able 
universe follows directly from the analj-sis he offered of the structure 
of an object and of the conditions which render objective knowledge 
possible. As just indicated, subject and object, according to his 
conception of them, mutually involve each other, expenenced fact, 
that IS to say, can only be interpreted in terms of Jlind or Intelligence. 
There can be no fact of the kind we experience as objective that is 
not related to the transcendental Unity of Consciousness The latter, 
in so far as it finds expression in the categones, Kant called speci- 
fically the understanding {Verstani) , and, whilst he would nev'er 
allow that the understanding produces nature, whilst he would never 
allow that the concrete content of nature is derived from the under- 
standmg, yet he explicitly asserted that the understanding makes 
nature, makes it in its intelligible aspect as a systematic, orderly 
whole of inter-related parts. Nature, in his view, is a network of 
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thought-relations into \\hich material has been imported; and, as 
imported, the material consists of sense-presentations capable of 
being formed into constituents of objects. Obviously, therefore, as 
constructions of Mind, and as composed partly of material given to 
mind, the objects of knowledge can only be phenomena or appear- 
ances, appearances, possibly, of a reality or reabties not thus depen- 
dent for their existence upon mind, but appearances which in that 
case are essentially other than and distinct from that of which they 
are appearances Within this enveloping unity of phenomenal 
experience, resting upon the transcendental Unity of Consciousness 
every knovable object is to be found; and science deserts its proper 
temtoiy, and strays mto regions of phantasm, when it essays to 
extend its province beyond the realm of sense experience. A science 
of nature is possible, but a science of things-in-themselves would be 
a contradiction in terms For things m-themselves are not, at any 
rate, sensations, they cannot, therefore, be received into the sensuous 
forms of space and time, they cannot be reduced into objects by 
being connected wth the Unity of Self-consciousness through means 
of the categories. The effort to acquire scientific knowledge of ulti- 
mate reahty turns out to be, in truth, only a delusive attempt to 
sensualize the Supersensible 

Nevertheless, the thing-m-itself was for Kant no excrescence on 
the critical philosophy, and, as Robert Adamson once said, it is very 
far from playing the part of "that convenient receptacle for diffi- 
culties of thought, the unknown and unknowable." Kant, it is true, 
restricted the range of positive sdentific knowledge to the sphere 
of phenomena. But it was assumed by him as equally certain, 
throughout his treatment of experience, that the phenomenal itself 
indicates, contams a reference to, a realm of being other than the 
phenomenal. For, not only does reflexion on the nature of finito 
things leave us wth a certam characteristic set of problems unsolved, 
it literally forces upon us the all-important distinction between the 
limitedness, the mcompleteness, of the phenomenal world of know- 
ledge and the uifimtude, the completeness, of the world of real 
existence. It is to the Imes of reflexion in question that I now direct 
attention. 

In the first place, Kant laid, as we have seen, stress on the con- 
sideration that the Understanding is not productive of the world of 
objective fact. Nature is intelligible, so his contention runs, because 
it has being only as object for a thinking mind; and it must, there- 
fore, possess those relations through which alone it becomes intel- 
ligible for a thinkmg mind This intelligibility is, however, but the 
form of nature. Not only when w’e view nature in general but in the 
more special analj^is of knowledge itself there appear in constant 
conjunction the material and the formal factors. Understanding, 
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which confers upon the matter of sense intelligible form, has still to 
accept the sensuous matter. The form of nature, the variety of ways 
in which its parts are related to one another, depends upon and 
expresses the Unity of Consciousness. But nature is more than a 
system of relations ; it is a system of related fads And the concrete 
content of these facts cannot be explained as in like manner dependent 
upon and expressive of the Unity of Consciousness The particular 
elements in the context of experience are, so far as consciousness is 
concerned, contingent, accidental, empirical Nature, then, is 
dependent upon intelligence in that its fonn as a related system 
implies intelhgence, it is not dependent upon intelligence for its 
material, its sensuous detail. These foreign factors, adopted by 
intelligence, are due, Kant found himself impelled to say, although 
he was aware that it is a hazardous mode of speech, to excitation of 
the mind . and the admission of such exatation requires the postula- 
tion of a reality beyond experience as its cause On this account, 
therefore, the object knowm must be regarded as merely phenomenal 
of the thing-in-itself. 

The weakest position of the Kantian philosophy comes here to 
view, and Jacobi summed up the diflicidties of most students of 
the Kritik when he declared that without the supposition w e have 
been considering he had found it impossible to enter into the critical 
system, whilst ivith it he had found it impossible to remain therein.* 
One objection to the doctrine in question is obvious at the outset 
Whoever avails himself of the conception of sensations as "affec- 
tions’' or "excitations" of the mind is, ex hyfothest, identifying the 
mind of which he is speaking with the concrete individual existence 
of a particular conscious subject at some specific interval of time and 
under specific empirical conditions But, as we have already seen, 
the Kantian theory in regard to the intelligible relations of natural 
phenomena is by no means sjuionjunous with the doctnne, pro- 
pounded, for example, by Berkeley, that the objects of experience 
are dependent upon the existence of individual conscious subjects 
Quite the contrary. The proof offered of the necessary implications 
of conscious intelligence io nature had been perfectly general in its 
scope and had been limited by no one of its terms to the particular 
concrete existence of the individual thinking subject Nay, Kant had 
insisted, as I have tned to make dear, that the existence of concrete 
mdmdual subjects itself called for and was capable of interpretation 
only in terms appropriate to a world conceived as mvolving, or 
dependent upon. Thought or Intelligence The transcendental Unity 
of Consciousness was not, that is to say, an existing entity that could 
be acted upon, or influenced by, other existing entities; it was a 
general prindple, a lo^cal condition, realized in particular existents, 

• Jacobi's Werke, t, p 304 
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but not itself a particular existent, occupying a position alongside 
of, or amongst other particular existents. Moreover, the relation of 
cause and effect was one of the modes in which Unity of Conscious- 
ness expressed itself in the realm of knowable objects, a relation sub- 
sisting between occurrences in nature in consequence of the depen- 
dence of nature upon Intelligence. Now. this relation must be viewed 
either in one way or the other— either as a relation arising from 
Intelligence, and in that case intdl^ence itself cannot be regarded 
as springing out of it, or as a relation not arising from Intelligence, 
and, in that case, instead of the critical theory of knowledge, we 
should be thrown back once more upon the ordinary, crude, uncritical 
assumption of things and minds, as existing independently of one 
another, and of expenence as resulting from the operation of the 
former upon the latter Further. Kant never succeeded in showing 
how, on this supposition, any organic synthesis of contingent par- 
ticulars and a priori relations is so much as conceivable. Were the 
material elements really given m haphazard fashion, no manipulation 
of them by the understanding would ever transform them into 
constituents of a world in which rational law and order reigned. 
On the whole, therefore, this line of reflexion must be pronounced 
irreconcilable with the mam pnnciples of the critical philosophy. 

Kant has, however, other and stronger arguments to advance in 
respect to the existence of supersensible realities. 

He msisted, in the second place, upon a thought which reflexion on 
the contrast of Understanding and Sense inevitably aw’akens. The 
realm of determinate knowledge evinces itself as limited and as 
limited m two wa>'s. On the one hand, the general forms of connexion 
entering into knowledge are restricted in theix application to the 
elements of sense intuition, in the absence of which their significance 
vanishes But, to draw a lunit, even though within its boundaries 
there may be said to lie all that can be said to be in the strict sense 
known implies a distinction; and the ground for that distinction 
must be found somewhere in the nature of Intelligence itself. Reflec- 
tive thought frames, as it were of necessity, the idea of a reality 
freed from the limitations of the world of experience and distinguish- 
able, therefore, from the world of experience. The idea of this super- 
sensible reality is thus a Grenzhegriff, a limiting notion, and it may at 
least serve to warn us that sense apprehension has no legitimate claim 
to be regarded as exhaustive of the whole realm of being. The idea in 
question may be called the idea of a noumenon, the idea of what 
would be apprehensible by an mtelligence not tied down as ours is 
to finite categories and to given data of sense. 

There is yet a third trend of reflexion followed in the Kritik which, 
although not at first assigned the same prominence as the others, 
comes in the long run to be the most important of the considerations 
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that weighed \nth Kant in carrying his thought beyond this world 
of space and time. To the categories had been attributed in a word 
the general function of rendering possible a united connected experi- 
ence for an apprehending subject. Such connected experience, it had 
been shown, the presence of the categories did up to a certain point 
secure, objective law, regularity, possibility of passing from one 
natural fact to another — all this had been traced to an intelligible 
ground Yet, when more closely looked at, the phenomenal world, 
so Kant urged. \nll be found to fall short of the unity for which we 
are in search. Every part of it, when carefully scrutinized, will 
exhibit marks indicating unmistakably that something more is 
wanted m order to give satisfaction to the effort, inevitable on the 
part of a self-conscious being, to work together his expenence into one 
connected whole Knowledge of the parts presupposes unity of the 
whole, and it is still incumbent upon us to endeavour in some way to 
determine what the whole is of which they are parts Nay more The 
very forms of Understanding, requisite and adapted for knowledge 
of the relative and the conditioned, prove themselves to be inade- 
quate and ill adapted for knowledge of the absolute and uncon- 
ditioned totality But, argued Kant, recognition of this inadequacy, 
recognition of the problems for the solution of which the categories 
are insufficient, is only to be accounted for on the supposition that 
reflective self-consciousness in some way contemplates a world — 
call It meanwhile a world of existence — other than and distinct from 
the world of our ordinary experience, which other world is, in truth, 
the world of thmgs-m-themselves It was, in fact, from the presence 
of an additional element in self-consciousness, over and above what 
has entered into the construction of ordinary experience that the 
conception of thmgs-m-itself arises and through which it takes the 
more positive form of a complement making up with the world of 
phenomena the sum total of mtelligible reality 

Self consciousness, then, is not, accordmg to Kant, exhausted m 
the Understanding and its modes of expression. A self-conscious being 
exercises also the higher function called by him specifically Reason 
[Verniinji), and the great problems of the moral and spiritual life 
group themselves round that of determining the authority which may 
be legitimately accorded to the deliverances of Reason. Reason, as 
Kant rtewed it, is the faculty which seeks completed explanation of 
the piecemeal experience presented m cognition; it is the faculty 
from which emanate Ideas — adopting Plato’s term — of the Uncon- 
ditioned, the Unlimited, the Absolute. Carrying back the fragmentary 
results of human experience to what seem to be their ultimate issues 
in a summed-up totality. Reason postulates the three Ideas of the 
Soul, as the simple, perdurable, immaterial substance from which the 
phenomena of consciousness are derivative manifestations, of the 
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World as a whole of external phenomena, of God as the supreme 
reality, that transcends, creates, and keeps in relation all the diver- 
sities of existence Brmging the instrument of criticism to bear upon 
these efiotts of Reason, it was Kant’s purp<^ to show that we cannot 
theoretically demonstrate the actual existence of realities corre- 
sponding to any of the Ideas For, m the attempt to fill in the content 
of the Ideas, Reason has no other resources at its command than the 
categories, and the categories have vahdity only as forms whereby 
ne construe to ourselves the parts of experience and the connexion 
of the parts each with each; severed from the sense material which 
they objectify, the categones lose their meaning and significance. 
Under these circumstances, then. Reason finds itself readily enough 
confronted mth absurdities and contradictions The illegitimate and 
transcendent employment of the categones leads us inevitably to 
regard the Unconditioned as an object But whatever realities may 
correspond to the Ideas of Reason, these realities are certainly not 
objects, entities that stand over against a finite knoiier upon which 
his pouers of observ’ation can be directed Construe the soul as an 
object, and you do but confuse the pure Unity of Self-consciousness 
\Mth the empirical ego. and there results a hybrid whose immortality 
it would not be worth while either to assert or deny, construe the 
World in its entirety as an object and you become entangled in the 
antinomies which have perplexed and baffled human thought; con- 
strue God as an object, and you get the anthropomorphic notions 
of Deity that have estranged thoughtful minds from religion The 
Ideas, then, are not realizable in knowable objects, they have not in 
expenence a consitiuhve value, bke the categories, and when we try 
to give that value to them they come to be constitutive of illusions 
merely So far as science is concerned, the futile attempt to construct 
unconditioned objects serves but as an occupation of imaginative 
intellects. The empirical psydiologist can pursue his course without 
the hypothesis of an invisible and immortal soul; the phy’sicist can 
mduslnously carry on his researches without troubling to speculate 
about ultimate atoms or an ultimate void, and the astronomer who 
has swept the sky with his telescope and found no God need occasion 
us no alarm 

But, whilst he conceived scientific knowledge incapable of throwing 
light on the great questions of metaphy'sics — God, Freedom, and 
Immortality — Kant was very far mdeed from suggesting that these 
are names of non-entities Although it cannot be known, absolute 
reality can be — nay, must be — thought, and, however defective the 
thought may be, it is yet on a higher plane than the relative and 
discursive work of the Understanding The faith of Reason has no 
affinity with the blind credulity of mexperience; rather is it the 
ripened firuit of the largest experience and the widest knowledge. 
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And the theses of a rational faith science is at least as little able to 
disprove as to prove. Furthermore, if the Ideas of Reason possess not 
constituti^-e \'alue, they are j’et in another and most significant 
respect supremely valuable. As regulative principles, they direct and 
govern the acti\ntj’ of the intellect, they enable us to organize our 
experience, to estimate its worth They famish the impulse to know- 
ledge : they prescribe, so to speak, its problems, and set, at the same 
tune, its ideals In endeavouring to trace the uorking of the human 
mind, u e invariably assume the identity of the soul throughout all 
its changing states, for no thinking being can conceive of himself as 
more than one soul, and the very notion of a soul as not one and 
identical involves a sceptiasm that strikes at the very possibility of 
knou ledge Yet to work out this apparently simple presupposition, 
to coimect the diverse phenomena of the empincal subject as tj they 
were states of one identical soul— that is the never completely 
attained goal uhich ps} chological science has before it It is the ideal 
towards uhich psychological science stmes, and it i& Jikeuise the 
motive vhich ongmates the striving So. too, men assume, m however 
dim and confused a way, from the earliest stages of culture, that the 
world of experience is one whole, for even the uncivilized man looks 
upon the world as being in one tune and in one space And yet to 
make manifest the umty of the world, to show the natural inter- 
connexion of all its parts with one another, to exhibit all its pheno- 
mena as tj they were constituents of one sv'stematic universe — that 
is the ultimate goal of phj-sical science which m truth it never com- 
pletely attams It is the ideal towards which physical science strives 
and It is also the motive which origmates the stnving Finally, the 
mtercourse of the indivudual mind vvith nature never fails to awaken 
the thought of a supreme Intelhgence in and through « hom mmd and 
nature are related The consaousness of a divdne existence has been 
at the root of the religious experience of men in ail ages, and to hv’e 
as ij that consciousness conveyed a true report has been the aspiration 
of the purest minds. And yet to free the thought of God from all 
obscurity, to reconcile with it the fate that befalls mdivuduals and 
the history' of the race — that would be to attain the goal of religious 
reflexion, no less than the last result of philosophy It is the ideal 
towards which all philosophy and all reli^on stnv'e, it is also the 
motive which origmates the striving 

Science, then, reposes ultimately' upon a faith, a hope, a trust — 
the faith of Reason m its own supremacy’ or in the rationality' of the 
world. The Ideas of Reason are not ideas of objects, but they’ are 
Ideas through which we go m quest of the meaning of objects. Man, 
how ev'er, doth not live by saence alone, and the logic of science is not 
the sole code of his intellectual and spiritual life The examination of 
our nature as moral agents in the Kntik of Practical Reason enabled 
C 


philosophy 

Kant to discover a significance of the Ideas richer and deeper than 
the regulative import they possess in the field of theoretical cognition 
Already Reason had evinced itself as that in experience which is 
primordial and supreme, already the Ideas of Reason have been seen 
to be, in reference to the world of sense. Ideas of worth or value — 
Ideas of what should or ought to be — and, as such gradually, though 
never completely realizmg themselves in the direction they give to 
the processes of knowmg But, whilst our theoretical experience 
exhibits no other than determined objects and occurrences, each of 
which might find a kmd of explanation in a statement of the relations 
in which it stands to the other members of the system, practice or 
conduct exhibits what Kant insisted must be called a fact, yet a fact 
w'hich from its nature can find no place m the system of reciprocally 
determining objects, but which requires as the ground of its possi- 
bihty, over and above the categones of the Understandmg, the notion 
of Freedom The fact m question is the fact of Duty In the fact of 
Duty Kant found a positive exemplification of that kind of reality 
to which the Ideas of Reason had all along been leading, a reahty, 
namely, which although having a definite content, is m no sense an 
object m the context of experience Duty, that which ought to be, 
indicates something altogether distinct from the objects of nature, 
something which does not stand over against us as other than and 
external to ourselves, yet something nevertheless whose reality is 
none the less certam The truth with which we are here concerned 
evidently has specific reference to the nature of man From the 
treatment of cogmtion itself, it had become obvious that man cannot 
be regarded as tfierely a natural object. The human subject, partici- 
pating m the Unity of Self-consciousness, is clearly more than the 
empirical ego that can be psychologically exammed and dissected; 
the supersensible factor m his being expresses itself in the notions 
that render a sensuous world possible and in the Ideas that carry 
his thought beyond it When, how'ever, man is considered as a moral 
agent, his two-fold character becomes still more strikingly apparent. 
Looked at from one point of view, man undoubtedly belongs to the 
realm of nature. His appetites, his impulses, his inclinations have a 
natural ori^, and come about through his connexion with the things 
of sense Did he, however, belong entirely to the realm of nature, 
his actions would be determined solely after the manner in which 
every event m nature is determined, mechanically, inevitably, accord- 
ing to the law of causation Yet self-consciousman ascribes his actions 
to himself, regards himself as detennmir^ his own line of conduct, con- 
ceives of himself as the source of what he resolves or wills And Kant’s 
contention w as that a man who can only act under the idea of Free- 
dom must be free, a man who tlunks himself free is t/jso/acio free. 
Freedom, then, the characteristic of man as a member of the spiritual 
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or supersensible realm, cannot but be accepted as a reality, even 
though e can give of it, in tenns appropriate to theoretical know- 
ledge, no explanation Now. freedom is only another name for self- 
determination, it is identical with autonomy of will, with Reason as 
practical prescribing a law for itself. That law, the moral laiv, comes 
to recognition in the fact or consciousness of Duty. In the conscious- 
ness of Duty we have no other than the Supremacy of Reason, as 
constitutmg the very core or essence of Self-consciousness. The ‘T 
ought” of Duty is the assertion by the rational self of its own authori- 
tative rank as contrasted with aD that belongs to the empincal ego, 
the assertion of its owm sovereign pre-eminence over the impulses and 
inclinations of the sensuous side of our nature And since Reason has 
here to do, so to speak, with itself — to determine its own life, to make 
its oivn maxim the prmaple of its action— it requires nothmg but 
what is capable of being fulfilled, the soUen implies konnen Accord- 
ingly. the ideal of Reason, which in the sphere of theoretical know- 
ledge took the form of faith or trust makes itself felt in practice as 
an unconditional command, a categorical imperative The realization 
of the good will is neither a ment that calls for praise nor a means to 
gratification as a reward, respect or reverence for a self-imposed law 
is the one feeling that accompanies it. Hence Kant was the strong 
opponent of all Trtnkgeldmoral, which is ready and willing enough 
to perform the virtuous deed, and then holds out its hand in the hope 
that some little consideration in the shape of pleasure may fall to its 
lot, and the merciless critic no less of that Tugendeiielkeit, which 
prides itself upon having prudently chosen the better part and upon 
having won real bliss thereby 

There should now be no difficulty in seeing why Kant assigned what 
he called the primacy to Reason in its attitude or function as practical 
For only in respect to practice or conduct does it, m his view, become 
absolutely impossible for any reflective mind to mterpret Self- 
consciousness after the fashion of objective fact In theoretical experi- 
ence the Ideas of Reason suggest the possibility of the orderly 
systematic laws of phenomena being ways in w’hich a spiritual or 
noumenal reality appears to us, but m the sphere of conduct this 
possibility gams the additional evidence needed to convert it into 
assured certainty Reason in relation to practice brings before us m 
very vivid fashion a mode of being transcendmg the limited sphere of 
the categories, and only from what there is given m the sphere of 
practice can anything definite be concluded as to the further deter- 
mmation of the world of spintual reality Kant never wavered in 
regard to the supreme importance of Reason in the universe of being 
We thmk, and must think, the ends prescribed by Reason to be the 
dominating factors in the realm of intelligible reahty. The chief end 
prescribed by Reason in its practical aspect, the subordmation. 
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namely, of the sensuous side of our nature to the requirements of 
morality, postulates as the conditions of its fulfilment the immortality 
of the soul, positive freedom of \rill, and the existence of an intelligent 
ground of both. \Vhat, then, the theoretical Reason in that it is weak 
through its dependence upon sense could not do becomes possible for 
the moral consciousness whidi is not so dependent. Instead of the 
bare idea of the permanence of a thinking substance, it offers us the 
practical and rational certainty of the unbroken continuance of the 
individual's self-conscious life as prc^ressively realizmg the moral 
law. Instead of the contradictory notion of tlie phenomenal world as 
complete in itself, it offers us the practical guarantee of freedom in 
self-determination, and with it of man’s citizenship in the spiritual 
kingdom. Instead of the mere conception of an absolute Being whose 
existence could not be proved, it offers us the practical warrant of the 
reahty of a JImd that is morally perfect and m and through whom the 
harmonizing of the spheres of sense and of Reason is secured. Thus 
the Krihk of Practical Reason expands and gives concreteness to the 
abstract conception of Reason as Self-determining which alone had 
remamed from the analysis of theoretical knowledge. 

Reconciliation of the two spheres, those of necessity and freedom, 
which seemed at first so disparate. Kant came to recognize as incum- 
bent upon philosophical reflexion, owing to the circumstance that 
the ideals of Reason have to be realized in the phenomenal world 
And in the third KriUk, the Krtltk of Judgement [Urteilskrafi), he 
faced and WTCstled with this final question WTiat conception are we 
compelled to form of nature, if it is to be regarded as the field of 
action, the field of development, for consaous subjects with moral 
and spiritual ideals’ It was through means of the notion of the 
adaptation of empirical fact to the ends of Reason, through the notion, 
in other words, of purpose or design in nature, that be attempted to 
span the gulf between the tivo worlds previously kept apart and to 
solve the problem in which his researches so far had culminated. In 
two specific departments of the natural world he found illustration 
of the adaptation for which he was in search 

On the one hand, the analysis of aesthetic judgements, judgements 
asserting that objects are beautiful or that nature is sublime, reveals, 
he argued, the fact that the imposition of sense and thought can be 
transcended, if not in knowledge, yet in feeling. The appreciation of 
beauty arises in the case of the consuousness of an object in which 
the particulars of sense are felt, if not known, to be m conformity 
with the demands of Reason. Sudi judgements rest, it is true, upon 
subjective experience, and yet we unhesitatingly claim for them 
universality and objective vahdity. Beauty would seem to be for 
us the realization in the phenomenal world, and as if by free grace, 
of an idea that cannot be venfied in knowledge, the spiritual breaking 
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through, as it were, the impedimenta of sense and giving us an 
Ahnung of what lies bej’ond. So, again, the sublime in nature indi- 
cates the presence of a higher greatness than the materials of nature 
can hold or express, nius the starry heavens, which at first by their 
unmeasurable magnitude appal us, come at length to suggest to us 
the majesty of the unconditional moral law within us, and hence seem 
to reveal to us something in sympathy with our essential and better 
self Consciousness of the beautiful and of the sublime leads us, then, 
to discern m nature the work of a spirit akin to our own. 

On the other hand, still more markedly is the appearance of 
objective validity m the teleological judgements we pass on certain 
phenomena of outer nature Our world is the home of organic life, 
and, in regard to organic bemgs, we seem compelled to resort to the 
category of purpose We find m them a mode of growth wholly unlike 
the only mode of growth compatible mth mechamcal principles, the 
addition, namely, of part to part We find in them, agam, a mode of 
structure not in the least resembling such an aggregate of components 
as is exemplified in inorganic things, for the whole and the parts of an 
organism appear to stand in a position of mutual dependence and 
rec’procal determination In mterpretmg the existence and groirth of 
organic bemgs, we inevitably, therefore, bring to our aid the con- 
ception of causality according to ends, a conception of causality in 
which the parts do not determine the ivbole but the whole the parts, 
in uhich the tdia of the whole is antecedent to the existence of the 
parts 

W'e cannot, however, stop here In our judgements in respect to 
organisms there is and must be a perfectly general pnnciple mvolved 
Othenuse the possibility of passing such judgements m this special 
case would be inexphcabie And this general principle is none other 
than the idea of the structure of nature as being adapted to Reason or 
Intelligence The employment of the teleological principle with respect 
to organisms suggests, and indeed compels, the extension of it to the 
world as a whole, and more especially to the entire sphere of human 
life. \\Tien, how ever, w e fashion to ourselves the idea of the intelligi- 
bihty of nature in its contingent particulars, we must of necessity take 
such idea to be that of a determination of the particular by an Under- 
standing wherein the particular, for us contmgent, is a necessary 
expression of its univ'ersal principles Thus, the more concrete 
expression of the idea of the intelligibility of nature, of end in nature, 
is the idea of an tnhuUve Understanding, an Understanding that 
produces the particulars m and through the representation of the 
whole So far as the sphere of theoretical knowledge is concerned, the 
idea of such an understanding is of no more avail than the regulative 
prmciples of Reason, of which, indeed, it may be said to be a concrete 
expression. Moreover, in the sphere of theoretica] cognition it can 
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never be possible to regard any one part of what is known as itself 
constituting an absolute end. But in the sphere of practice a final end 
is presented. Man, not as a natural product, but as the bearer of the 
moral law, is a final end, a final end not merely in respect to nature 
where such a conception is. indeed, foreign, but in the whole system 
of intelligible reality. An ethical teleol(^, accordmg to which the 
entire system of real fact is adapted to the attainment on the part of 
human beings of the life of goodness, may be said, therefore, to be 
the final form of the Kantian metaphysics. "The world,” Kant 
averred, "must be represented as havmg originated from an Idea if it 
IS to harmonize unth that use of Reason mthout uhich we should hold 
ourselves unworthy of Reason, namely, the moral use, which rests 
entirely on the idea of the Supreme Good ” 

Even from an account of the critical philosophy so meagre as 
the foregoing it is apparent that divergent principles come to 
hght at different stages in the development of the system. Taken 
as a whole these divergent lines of reflexion exhibit a suspicious 
tendency to fall asunder, and not seldom the devices to which Kant 
had recourse for the purpose of holding them together present the 
aspect of being stramed and artificial Thus, it is not surprising that 
various antagonistic streams of metaphysical speculation found their 
starting point and many of the arguments by which thej' were sup- 
ported m the Kantian philosophy By following out the central 
thought of Kant's theory of knowledge and the path suggested by 
his treatment of Reason and of the idea of end or purpose, his imme- 
diate successors reached a view of existence as dependent m its 
entirety upon one ultimate ground or prinaple of Self-consaousness, 
the view characteristic of Post-Kantian idealism (Fichte, Schelling, 
and Hegel) Again, in so far as stress was laid in the Kantian philo- 
sophy upon the necessity of assuming thmgs in-themselves. as real 
entities which were the causes of sense-impressions, it prepared the 
W’ay for that form of realism which was subsequently developed by 
Herbart Once more, the pnmacy attributed by Kant to the practical 
Reason led by a senes of easy stages to the metaphysical theory of 
Schopenhauer of the Will as the ultimate reality. 

I should like, however, m conclusion, to revert to the considera- 
tions which induced Kant to descnbe the world of things-in-them- 
selves as a compliment making up with the world of phenomena what 
we may call the world of mtell^ble existence. As the Kantian 
KrtHk proceeds, and stage stage the supreme significance of 
Reason or Self-consciousness in the structure of reality as a whole is 
brought to light, it becomes clear, I think, that Kant had offered no 
sufficient ground for maintamii^ that the expression just used, a 
complement to the w'orld of phenomena, is either accurate or justifi- 
able In developmg his conception of Self-consciousness, Kant 
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himself effectively disposed of the view that the realm of phenomena 
and the realm of things-in-themselves form two parts of the world 
of existence, the term “existence'’ being applied in the same sense to 
each. It would have been truer to his own mode of interpreting 
reality had he said that in the strict meaning of the term “existence'' 
the world of phenomena does not exist For he made it abundantly 
evident that phenomena cannot be r^arded as separate independent 
entities, that they can be no more than the orderty connected 
waj'S in which reality is apprehended by a finite mind under the 
restrictions of scnse-mtmtion The reahty of a phenomenon certainly, 
therefore, did not indicate for him extsUnu of that phenomenon 
in the ultimate sense; it indicated rather the orderly coimexion 
of one part of the experience of a thinking imnd with other parts. 
This conclusion, however, hating been reached, we can readily see 
how easy it was for Kant to fall into the habit of treating the world 
of e.xperience after the fashion of a resultant, produced by the mter- 
course of two entirely unknown entinties — on the one hand, the 
unknown thipgym-themselves which are other than the mind and, 
on the other hand, the equally unknown ihing-in-itself which is the 
mind. And then it followed, by an inevitable inference, that ultunate 
reality eludes knowledge, that real bemg can be affirmed only m so 
far as a gronnd of explanation for the limited and finite character of 
knowledge must be sought Yet, by the help of such a supposition, the 
finite and limited character of knowledge cannot itself ^ regarded as 
connected m any t-ital or integral fashion with the ultimate nature of 
existence, but only as in some mexplicable and mvatenou* way 
following from it In short, the conception of tbings-in themselves 
which thus emerge* evmces its ontenability in face of the following 
dilemma If things-in-themselves are in no wa}* connected vith thin^ 
as kDo^^^ and do not enter into the same st'stem with them, the 
assumption of their existence aids us not at all in solving the problem 
of the possibility of knowledge; if they are m anv wav connected with 
things as known and do enter into the same system with them, it 
cannot be legitimate to deny to them the relations, the connexions, 
which would render them possible facts of knowledge for a self- 
conscious subject. Kant’s own criticism itself affords, that is to say, 
suffiaent warrant for refusing to recognize the possibihtx' of any 
realm of the Unknowable, however unhesitatinglj* it has to be 
admitted that vzzt regions are to ns unknown. 
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A C EWING. M A . Ixrr D 

Nobody interested in philosophy need be deterred by Kant’s 
reputation for difficulty from familiarizing himself with his ethics. 
While the Critique of Pure Reason and his other non-ethical works 
are very hard to follow, the first two chapters of the Funduntenial 
Principles of the Metaphystc of Morals^ at least are clear and straight- 
fonvard and presuppose httle previous acquamtance ivnth philosophy. 
The third chapter is not about ethics as such but about the meta- 
physical problem of freedom and should be omitted by anyone who 
IS not farmliax \nth Kant’s general philosophy, but the first two 
give a fairly complete though outhne account of his mam ethical 
principles and can be grasped by themselves as a whole. The diffi- 
culty the reader will feel is not so much m understanding what Kant 
says as in understanding why he says it. I wish to help him with 
this and show what case can be made out for the two main ethical 
doctnnes of Kant which are most hkely to strike him as repellent. 
Now, while any reader who is not prejudiced in favour of naturalism 
or hedonism will probably see that Kant has something very impor- 
tant to say at least about one side of our moral experience, it must 
be admitted that there is no great moral philosopher whom it is so 
easy to cnticize as Kant To point out obsnous objections to his 
central ethical doctnnes does not seem to be beyond the capacity 
of even a third-class student This is due. I think, partly to the 
fact that his ethics is very much out of harmony with the spirit of 
the present day, though this is not necessarily an objection to Kant, 
and partly to his very laconic way of stating the fundamental 
prinaples of his system He does not say enough to make it clear 
how he would have answered objections, and consequently in 
considering them we have to guess what he would have said or 
think for ourselves how his w’ords might be interpreted so as to 
• This should be distinguished from the Metaphystc 0} Morals, which is 
a more detailed ethical treatise but is much less important and not often 
read The Critique of Practical JudgtnnU, while giving Kant’s etlucal prin- 
ciples, has as its tnaio object the connection of Kant’s ethics with the rest 
of his philosophy and presupposes the Critique of Pure Reason Kant's Theory 
of Ethics by Abbott consists of a translatioii of the Fundamental Principles 
. and the Critique of the Practical Reason in full besides some selections 
from other worts The best cnticisms of Kant’s ethics that I know are to be 
found ID chapters in Rashdall. Theory of Good and Evil, vol i, and Broad. 
Five Types of Ethical Theory 
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escape them. For I think that it is, in dealing with a great philosopher, 
always better, if possible, to interpret his words in a way which will 
make them seem defensible rather than in a way which will make 
them seem simply foolish. Unless we have conclusive reasons for 
supposmg that Kant made a fool of himself, it is surely more likely 
that he has not done so than that he has, and he should therefore, 
if possible, be interpreted accordingly I shall go on this principle 
m the present article 

The two most characteristic and starting doctnnes of Kant are 
his \’iew that the nghtness of an action is to be determined a priori 
irrespective of its consequences and his demal of value to all actions 
that are motived by desire. I am no adherent of Kant on these 
pomts and inchne to a very different theory of ethics from his, but 
I ^vlsh to give him a fair run for his money As a prehmmary I must 
first mention one other point bnefly People sometimes think of 
Kant as holding the \new that the good will is the only thing good 
othennse than as a mere means But this is not true, for Kant did 
regard pleasure as good otherwise than as a means What be refused 
to admit was that pleasure was good unconditionally, i e under all 
circumstances According to him the pleasure of a bad man is bad, 
not good, but the pleasure of a good man is good irrespective of its 
consequences. It is better even according to Kant that a good man 
should enjoy himself than that he should not, even if he were 
anmhilated next moment and his enjoyment produced no appre- 
ciable good effect. This makes pleasure good otherwise than as a 
means, but it does not make it unconditionally good, for it can only 
be good if the man who enjoys it is morally good. Consequently for 
Kant there are always two goods, the good will, which is uncondi- 
tionally good, and pleasure, which is good only when it accompanies 
the former He does not admit any other good and expresslv denies 
any difference in value accordmg to quality between Afferent 
pleasures The doctnnes that pleasure is only good if it is enjoyed 
by a morally good man (an assumption which will seem less plausible 
to many people when it is pomted out that it implies the retributive 
theory of punishment) and that there are no other goods besides 
pleasure and the good will are not proved, but then no assertions 
about what is good-in-itself can be. ^Vhat t good-m-itself is a 
question to be answered ultimately by intuitive insigbt rather than 
by argument 

Now', to return to the first of the two doctrines of Kant mentioned 
at the beginning of the previous paragraph, we must not exaggerate 
Kant’s attitude. There is no ne^ to suppose that he meant that 
empirical facts should never be considered at all in deciding what 
is nght. He msists that empirical objects must not be "the conAtion" 
or "determining-ground” of a moral law, but this is not to deny that 
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empirical knowledge is required to cany out the law. It is plain in 
the first place that, if the major premiss— all lies are wrong— is 
a priori, we must, before we can act on it, have given in experience 
the minor premiss — this is (or would be) a lie. Further it is incredible 
that Kant can have failed to realue that detailed empirical know- 
ledge may be required m order to carry out the principle, e.g., to 
discover the best way of telling the truth so as to make it clear to 
the individual to whom it is our duty to tell it With two of the 
moral laws (categoncai imperatives) he gives— develop our talents 
and help those in need — ^it is still more obvious that if they are to 
be apphed effectively much empirical knowledge is necessary. We 
must consider consequences then according to Kant, but only up 
to a pomt. We must consider the effect of our truthful words on 
the state of mmd of the person to whom we speak them so far as 
to determme whether they really will make the truth clear to him, 
hut not so far as to determine whether they wnll give him and others 
more pleasure than pain What we must not do according to Kant 
is base the general pnnciple forbiddmg us to tell lies on empirical 
grounds, such as the bad consequences of lying, or to make excep- 
tions to the law in particular cases on the ground that to tell a lie 
in this or that special case will produce more good than evil. It is thus 
only the general law and not its particular applications which according 
to Kant can be seen to be independent of consequences and a priori. 

Kant's attitude on this point may be traced to the following 
causes (i) For Kant the only things which are intrinsically good are 
the good will and, m a lesser degree and subordinate position, 
pleasure, provided it is deserved by the person who enjoj’s it Now 
the good will IS not a consequence but something inherent in the 
act. Kant's morahty, therefore, could only have been based on 
consequences if he had been prepared to be a hedonist. 

(z) Moral action cannot, according to Kant, be determined by 
empirical cases because otherwise it would not be free But the only 
non-empirical cause is the consciousness of a law a priori, therefore 
it must be determined by that. (This ground for Kant’s view cannot 
be adequately appreciated without knowledge of the Criiique of Pure 
Peason ) 

(3) We seem, sometimes at least — I am afraid Kant implies 

always, which is quite untenable — to know’ with certainty, and 

not merely to have a probable opinion, that an act is right; but if 
its rightness or wrongness were to be judged by its consequences 
we could, owing to our lack of abihty to foretell the future, never 
be quite certam of this, 

(4) Experience can only tdl us what is, but ethics deals with what 
ought to be; and this is unfortunately often very different from 
what is, therefore ethics cannot be empirica]. 
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(5) We are conscious of the moral law as carrying ^vith it an 
absolute, unconditional necessity, therefore it cannot depend on 
particular circumstances or even on features common to all men but 
not to all possible rational beings. 

From the supposed a priori nature of ethics various others of the 
fundamental doctrines of Kant would s^m to follow. An a priori 
proposition, it seems, must be universal; if it is necessary’ a priori 
that S should be P, it is impossible that it could be sometimes 
not-P Therefore Kant concluded that moral laws must be umversal 
and must not admit of exceptions in particular cases. Just as it is 
inadmissible to say 5 + 7 usually = 12. but m this case I had better 
suppose that they = 13 because otherwise my accounts wall not 
balance, Kant would insist that it is inadmissible to say — It is 
usually wrong to tell hes. but in this particular case I shall do more 
good than harm by tellmg a he, therefore I had better lie. Further, 
an a priori principle must be such that its truth or falsehood is 
capable of being seen without reference to eropincal circumstances, 
and therefore a moral law would seem to be m the same positron 
and cannot depend for its validity’ on the empincal fact that its 
obser\’ance is likely to produce good consequences Further, an 
a priori principle would seem to be one the denial of which was 
self-contradictory’,* and to show thiswould seem to be the only way 
of pro'ving it if it is not self-e\ident but requires proof So Kant's 
mam test for showing the wTongness of diRerent kinds of acts is by 
showing that they express a self-contradictory’ principle Thus by 
a senes of plausible steps we seem to be led to a position like Kant's 
I do not thmk my’self that we can stop there, or that the arguments 
given are all indisputably valid, but I hope I have said sufficient to 
show that Kant’s doctrine of umversal a priori moral laws is not 
merely gratuitous but has something to be said m its favour I 
think myself that Kant was nght in holdmg that um\’ersal a priori 
propositions are presupposed in all ethical judgment, but wrong as 
to the nature of the former. He thought they were propositions to 
the effect that a certain kind of act is nght under all arcumstance-s, 
but this has been generally rejected by other moral philosophers, 
I think nghtly. The alternative is to hold that the umversal a prion 
propositions are either propositions about what is good, or proposi- 
tions about prima Jacie obhgations m Ross's sense (e g , that we are 
alway’s under an obligation to keep a promise although this may be 
occasionally’ outweighed by’ a stronger obligation) or both 

' Kaot admitted e.vceptions to this m the theoretical sphere mth his 
synthetic a pnon pnncipJes, but they can only be svnthetic according to 
his phi3osoph5’ because thej- are dqiendent on the forms of sensible intuition, 
space and time, and they are therefore not completely a priori in the sense 
in which the principles of ethics are There is nothing anaJogons to these in 
bis ethics 
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Kant’s principal means of testing whether an act is right or wrong 
is by asking if one could without inconsistency will the universal 
application of the maxim on whidi it is based. In the Grundlegung 
(Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysics of Morals) he claims to 
show by this method that it is wrong to commit suicide when life 
has become more pamful than pleasant, wrong to make promises 
which you do not intend to keep, wrong to neglect to develop your 
talents, and %\Tong to refuse help to those in need of it.> In each 
case he contends that, while we may ivill these wrong acts ourselves 
if we are immoral, we could not wall that such a principle should be 
univerahzed The method has been much criticized, and I should 
agree wnth the cnticisms in so far as they show that Kant did not 
succeed m demonstrating the presence of a contradiction in any of 
these uTong principles such that it would be logically impossible for 
a race to exist in which they were apphed universally. This is, 
however, entirely a new point. Kant only claims to find such a 
contradiction in the first two of the four wrong pnnciples, i e. the 
pnncipk of committing suicide as soon as we can see that the 
remainder of life is likely to yield a surplus of pain over pleasure 
and the principle of making promises whenever it suits our interests 
without intending to keep them He does not even attempt to do 
so in the case of the last two, neglect to develop one's own talents 
and neglect to help other people The reason he gives why these 
actions are wrong is not that the pnnciples cannot be thought as 
bolding universally but that they cannot be itilled to hold univer- 
sally, as "such a iviU would contradict itself.’’* Now I think that this 
distinction is very important and that Kant would have made out 
a much stronger case if he had confined himself to saying in all four 
instances that willing the law to hold universally would contradict 
itself and had not added m the first two that it was self -contradictory 
even to think them to hold universally A race in which people lied 
and made false promises whenever they thought it suited their 
interests is perfectly thinkable and might well continue to exist, 
though in an unsatisfactory condition, but to ^vlil that such a 
principle should be umversally practised might still be said to be 
self-contradiclory m the sense of being « purpose x&'kich tended to its 
own defeat. For if everybody lied the har would not be believed and 
therefore he could not consistently will that his principle should be 
universalized, though he may well enough ■will to make an exception 
in his own case. It has been objected against Kant that many right 
principles such as — help the destitute — ^would, if universalized, like- 
wise be self-contradictory, smee there would then he no destitute 
people left to help, but this is to overlook a fundamental difference 
between the two cases. A man who helps the destitute could 
« Mibott, Kant's Theory of Ethtci,^ 39fiL » Ibtd , p 4I. 
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univeralize his principle without inconsistency because, if there 
«ere as a result no destitute people left to help, this ivould only 
mean that his purpose had been completely fulfilled: but the liar 
could not thus universalize bis principle for, if as a result, there 
could be no more lies because they would not be believed, his purpose 
would be thwarted, not fulfilled The liar is pursuing a policy which 
may or may not be successful m securing his individual ends (Kant 
leaves this pomt open here), but which if universalized w'ould be 
self-defeating and therefore could not be universalized consistently. 
No doubt a particular man might hope that, even if his prmciple 
were universalized, he would be able to lie more plausibly than other 
people, and so still gam the advantage, but this could not apply to 
all liars, and the universahzation of the pnnciple would at least 
Und, other things being equal, to its own defeat, while the uni- 
versalization of the principle of helping the destitute w^ould tend 
to the success of the purpose of the men who embraced this pnnciple 
and not to its defeat 

I cannot see that the argument which Kant chooses to show the 
tvrongness of suicide is more than a sophistry. Both Rashdall' and 
Field* give a wrong account of the grounds for Kant’s condemnation 
of suicide in the Grundlegting, saying that his reason is that, if every- 
body Committed suicide, there would be nobody left to commit it 
and therefore the pnnciple could not be universahzed Kant's real 
argument! is more subtle It is as follows If I commit suicide in 
order to escape pain I am acting out of self-love But the object of 
self-love is to further hfe Therefore it is self-contradictory to kill 
oneself out of self-love The argument seems to depend on an 
ambiguous use of self-love to mean the desire for pleasure and 
aversion to pain m the first premiss and the desire to preser\’e life 
in the second. It also covers only the case of a man who commits 
smcide on hedomstic grounds Kant therefore fails to justify the 
prohibition of suicide as an independent pnnciple No doubt it 
could m most cases be brought under the principle of not refusing 
your help to a world which needs it, but this would not enable one 
to rule out euthanasia a pnori, as Kant would have liked to do, 
since It w’ould be very difficult to forbid the suicide of many hopeless 
and suffering mvahds under this principle, 

I thmk, however, that a case can be made for Kant’s treatment 
of the other tw o prmciples Kant says that the man who refuses to 
help those m need is acting on a pnnciple which, if universahzed, 
would defeat its own end, since it would depnve him of the chance 
of being helped by others and there is no man who can be certain 
that he will not sometimes need this help He has refused to give 
> Theory of Good and Eml, p'p 114-115 
» Moral Theory, p 24 i Abbott, p 39 
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because he prefers his own comfort and pleasure, but his outi comfort 
and pleasure are liable to depend on or at least to be greatly influenced 
by the uncovenanted kindness of others We should not interpret 
Kant so narrowly as to hmit his meamng to financial help, and, in 
fact, while everybody does not need "charity” in the financial sense, 
everybody, however prosperous, does need kindness from others in 
the ordinary intercourse of life. It has been objected that this 
account bases the rule on consequences after all and even on selfish 
expediency, so that Kant contradicts his own principles; but there 
is a fundamental diftetence between giving something because we 
expect we shall be repaid for that particular gift ourselves and 
pving It because we realize that it is unfair not to give when we 
know that we should not wish to be ourselves debarred from the 
hope of receiving any kindness from others A man who sends a 
cheque to a particular charity is usually not at all likely to be 
helped later on by that particular chanty himself or to gam help 
from any other source because of that cheque, but it remains true 
that one of the reasons why, if he can afford it, he should give 
money for charitable purposes is because he would wish others to 
help him if he needed their hdp, and therefore in all consistency 
he ought also to help others who need his help To appeal to the 
consequences of the hypothetical practice of the general rule is not 
to appeal to the consequences of the particular act itself. It w’ould 
be a morally worthless act if I gave orfy because I thought I could 
get back more for myself by giving, but it is not morally worthless 
if I give because I realize that it is inconsistent to expect kindness 
from others and yet refuse to show it to others myself. Now this is 
certainly one of the reasons why it is a duty to help others, though 
Kant, I must admit, is wrong m speaking as though it were the 
only one. 

It has been objected against Kant that there are people who 
would prefer to suffer want themselves rather than to have their 
pnde offended by bemg helped by somebody else, and that such 
people might therefore cheerfully wtU the universalization of the 
pnnaple that one should give no help to others. But W'hile there 
seem to be people who would rather starve than apply to the Poor 
Law, it is extremely doubtful whether there are any who would 
wish to be cut off from all possibihty of kmdness on the part of 
others, though they might say they did without really meamng it. 
And, even if there be such people, Kant could say that, though 
they walled the umversahzation of the wTong principle, they w lUed 
it inconsistently. For they would will it either for the sake of their 
ow’n happiness or out of pnde. But the universalization of the 
principle would certainly be detrimental to their chances of happi- 
ness and would hinder rather than promote the attainment of 
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anything for which they could legitimately feel pnde. Therefore in 
either case the principle they willed would tend to its own defeat 
if universalized. 

The argument for the principle that w’e ought to develop our own 
talents is stated as though it were simply that a man’s talents are 
useful to himself in general, but it is capable of the same develop- 
ment as in the case of the principle that w e ought to help others. 
A man who neglects to develop his capacities does so usually in 
order to secure enjoyment and ease, but if this principle had 
been apphed universally it w’ould have meant less, not more, 
enjojunent and ease for humanity as a whole and for the man 
himself as an individual. We should have had, e g , no labour-saving 
inventions The policy, if universalized, would have again there- 
fore defeated the very purpose for which it was adopted by the 
mdi\adual. 

It cannot be contended that Kant has justified all his categoncal 
imperatives m this way, but then be only puts these forward as 
examples of his method. But it is at least arguable that m general 
all wrong action expresses a self-defeating principle because, while 
a particular ivrong act may gam its end, the principle on which it 
IS based could not be made universal without conducing to the defeat 
of this very end We must not say that the particular wrong act 
will necessarily mterfere with the satisfaction of the doer and that 
therefore he ought not to do it — ^m that case we are advocatmg a 
selfish morality which is altogether opposed to the spint of Kant — 
but we may say consistently with his spirit that the reason why we 
ought not to do it is because if unitersaltzed it would have that 
effect The wrong act may be conducive to the man's own happmess, 
— apart from theological postulates such as Kant makes elsewhere 
about a future life — but it is the expression of a principle which 
could not be applied in all cases without dcfeatmg itself, and there- 
fore it is a principle W'hich it is impossible to apply impartially 
without destrojing any reason that could be given for its apphcation. 

Kant has thus, I think, found a characteristic which belongs to 
all wrong acts and which gives one of the reasons why the acts in 
question ought not to be perfonned, namely, a certam inconsistency 
which reveals itself if the pnnaple is umversalized In this he 
expresses one important aspect of ethics which has been worked out 
by writers hke Paton. But it is not the only side One of the reasons 
why I ought to help those in distress is that, if I were m distress 
mj’self I should need the help of others, and I am therefore not 
actmg fairly m refusing to them what I should expect from them 
myself if the positions were reversed But surely another reason is 
simply that it produces good or at least lessens their pain (an evil). 
It »:ay indeed still be the case that the first reason is ultimately 
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reducible to the second and that the only reason why we ought to 
act fairly is because on the whole it -will produce the greatest good, 
but It IS clear that the second reason cannot be reduced to the first. 
There is clearly some obhgation to remove evdls that we can remove 
just because they are evil and for no other reason 

In the second place Kant has not given a strict proof that any 
of the acts of which he speaks are «Tong All he has done. is to 
advance considerations that would be likely to make a man who is 
not a complete ethical sceptic see better that and why these acts 
are wrong We may add that this is in any case probably all that a 
philosopher can do Kant himself vacillates between the view that 
ethical pnnciples are capable of formal logical proof and the vieiv 
that they are self-evident, and 1 doubt whether he intended to give 
a proof wth his last tw o examples, though he did with his first two. 
To me it seems clear that no strict proof of Kant’s land is possible 
m either case, and this for the following reasons' 

(1) It does not follow because the universal performance of a 
certain kind of act would be inconststent or even kigically impossibh 
that to do It in any case or mdeed m all cases would be morally 
ztTo«g The notion of moral necessity (obhgation) is not deducible 
from that of logical necessity, nor the notion of moral badness from 
that of logical inconsistency. They are quite different concepts, and 
Kant provides no intermediate links to bridge the gulf betw een them. 
Even granted that it would defeat my purpose if everybody did 
what I do, why should I not do it all the same if it suits my end, 
knowing that in fact everybody else will not do it? Indeed, why 
should It be immoral even for everybody to do it always’ It would 
fail to give them what they wanted, but Kant would be the last to 
wish to derive obhgation from desire. Even if it were logically 
impossible, that would not make it or any attempt at approximation 
to it immoral. 

(2) We might succeed in showing that the universalization of a 
pnnciple would be mconastent with the fulfilment of the desires 
which lead people to practise it, hut that would not trouble anybody 
who asserted the pnnciple as a categoncal and not only as a hypo- 
thetical imperative. Kant can show that the universal practice of 
lyuvg would be iwcowastewt witii attain.'meti'L oi ibe ends TioTmally 
thought to be secured by lying, but if anybody maintained that it 
was a "categoncal imperative,” a duty for its oivn sake, to teU lies, 
as Kant said it was to tell the truth, this w’ould not trouble him. 
In fact, I suppose nobody would roaintain this, but the logical 
possibility of it is sufficient to show that Kant has not succeeded 
in his proof. The principle of telling the truth for its own sake is 
consistent in a way m which the principle of telling lies to suit one’s 
particular ends is not. but how can we show that the principle of 
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telling the truth for its own sake is more consistent than the 
principle of l5ang for its own sake would be? 

(3) While Kant intends his argument to be a priori and independent 
of human psychology, it really m each case assumes certain empirical 
facts about human nature. Universal l5nng would not defeat its own 
end if it were not an empmcal fact that human beings tended to 
disbelieve assertions when they had already been deceived or knew 
others to have been deceived. The prmciple of not helping others 
would likewise not be self-defeating if it were not for the empirical 
fact that there is nobody whatever who can count on never having 
any use for the kindness of others But, though Kant has not proved 
the rightness or wongness of any acts, he has advanced considera- 
tions which help us to see belter why they are nght or wrong. 

Further, I am not prepared to agree with Kant that the laws in 
question admit of no exception, still less that we {in the strictest 
sense) know this to be the case It is not, indeed, desirable to think 
very much about the possibility of exceptions, since the great 
majonty of people are far more hkely to sin through departing from 
truth when they ought not to do so than through failing to depart 
from it in the very rare cases when they ought to do so. But I cannot 
hold, as Kant does, that it would be wrong to tell a murderer a he 
m order to save his victim, and stiU less can it be admitted that all 
duties are capable of being brought under the heading of fairly 
simple umversal laws which allow of no exception. If we are to retain 
umversahty and certamty for the moral law's, we must make an 
amendment which Kant would not have countenanced and say that 
they are not absolute duties but prima facie duties in the sense in 
which the term is used by Ross * It may be sometimes nght to tell 
a lie, e g , in order to save life, butwecould still say that it was always 
a prima facie duty not to he, meaning that it was an absolute duty 
unless ovemdden by a more binding moral claim ^Vhethe^ even the 
prima facie duties are not themselves always dependent on some 
good to be realized or some evil to be averted is a very difficult 
question. 

One difficulty about Kant’s method is to decide what exactly it 
is w'e are to universalize in a given case. If A wishes to marry B 
he certainly could not consistently \vill that everybody else should 
do so, but this would hardly make the action of marrying B wrong. 
It is obvious that, if we ask Kant’s question, w'e must ask it about 
somethmg more general than that On the other hand, it cannot be 
made completely general, or it would provide no clue at all as to 
what IS nght or wrong in a particular case. But what degree of 
generahty is required? I could not consistently will that everybody 
should devote his working life to philosophizing, because in that case 
' The Right and the Good, p. 19 S. 
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we should all starve, including myself, but it does not follow that 
it is wong of me to do so. Yet can we say that the principle — 
philosophize all one’s working bfe— is less general logically than the 
principles about lying and suicide^ No doubt there are fewer people 
with whom the question arises, but this merely numerical point 
cannot be the point of difference which bnngs it about that the 
impossibihty of willing the uraversabzation of the principle is in 
one case an argument showing that the act is wrong, and in the 
other case quite compatible with its rightness Kant might reply 
that the question of philosophizmg fell under the more ultunate 
one of developing one’s talents, the universalization of which is not 
self-contradictory, but he does not say how we are to tell when we 
have reached an ultimate principle. So, though Kant’s criterion is 
no doubt sometimes very useful, there are certainly difficulties about 
its application. 

Let us now turn to the second question which I expressed my 
mtention of discussing, the question of the value or non-value of 
actions which are motived by some desire and not by "respect for 
the moral law.” It is sometimes said that Kant supposed we could 
and ought to perform moral acts without having any desire to do 
so; but this, though strictly accurate, is misleading, since Kant says 
that such acts are performed out of "respect for the moral law,” 
and this “respect for the moral law.” though sharply differentiated 
from other desires, is regarded by him as being analogous to a desire 
in so far as it can serve as a motive for action It reaUy makes very 
little difference whether we describe the tendency to find satisfaction 
in doing one’s duty as a desire, and then add, as we should have to 
do in any case, that it is different from other desires, or we deny, 
hke Kant, that it is a desire and then add that it is something 
analogous to desire But it remains a paradox that value is ascribed 
only to actions motived by respect for the moral law and not to 
actions motived by a so-called higher desire, especially love. A 
distinction ought, however, to be drawn between (i) acting because 
of such a desire, and (2) merely acting m accordance with the desire, 
and I am not sure whether Kant meant to exclude all value from 
the latter or only from thft. former antvins. 

Now for the position that there is no value, or at least no moral 
value, in action from such a desire a good case can be made out. 
If I do something merely because I desire, say, the advance of 
knowledge or another person’s welfare, this, though it would he 
generally held to be a case of a higher as opposed to a lower desire, 
cannot give my action moral value. For, if I act merely from a 
particular desire, however “high,” I am wantonly taking the risk 
that my act may be wrong since I cannot be certain that the acts 
to which any particular desire prompts me will coincide with the 
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right ones. Even iJ they do coicdde and the act is extemall}' right. 
I cannot d^hn any ment for this, any more than I can when an 
act prompted hy a selfish desire is thus in accord with the general 
good. For, smce I am acting amply from desire without asking 
about what is right, thi;; coincidence is a mere accident. If my 
motive IS only a desire without reference to the moral law, it might 
rather seem that I was morally to blame for takmg the risk that my 
act might be 'wrong If I do somethmg merely because I want to 
\nthont considering whether it is nght or wrong, am I not definitely 
guilty of umnorahn* whether it does m fact turn out nght or wrong? 

Xevertheless, despite these arguments, most people feel that 
somebodt* who was alwaxs thinking of the moral laxs and conscaouslt' 
applying It to all his exenday choices xxould be more hkelx' to be 
a png Than a saint and that the action of a man who sacrifices 
himself from lox'e xxithout thinking of the moral laxv at all may 
ha\-e a great deal of value The ansxxer to this dificuln* seems to 
be that we are sometimes justified m actmg from desire and tahiig 
li for granted that what xxe do if we choose the best means to the 
end set by the desire xxtH be morally nght. Thus I baxe a cenam 
desire to teach philosophy efiectix'dy and u is while engaged m my 
teaching work almost alxrays morally nght for me to do x\ bat xxiU 
most further the end of ti^i desire I can almost always take for 
granted that if, when teaching. I act from this desire to the best of 
my ability, I shall be doing what is morailv nght, aliO I knoxx that 
to ask further m detail about each particular step I take to that 
end — say, each sentence m a lecture — xrhether it is also for the 
greatest good m general and does not conflict xnth anj* other moral 
law xvould be uaeless and would prex’eni m_x doing mx' xxork effec- 
tixely by xx^ting time and distracting my attention from the 
puismt of the end which I can take for granted I ought to pursue 
here The reason 15 simplx that the act uhich is best fitted to promote 
this end xxtU onl3 m x-eij' rare cases clash xxith other ends of supenor 
importance, and it is fortunatel} quite possible to take this for 
granted xnthout thinking about it in almost all cases and x et make 
an exception in case 0/ a real conflict, eg, interrapt a Jasson to 
sax'e life Xo doubt, if there is a conflict between the desire m question 
and another desire such as the desire to save trouble or perhaps the 
desire to make others beliex-e that I am teaching effectix'elx', it is 
desirable that one's moral consciousness should mterxene m order 
to turn the scale in fax-our of the first desire The moral man need 
not be alxrax '5 thinking about the moral law but max- simpIx' follow 
his desires as long as be is justified m takmg it for granted that the 
acts prompted bx- the desire xnll be m accord xnth the moral law. 
This taking for granted is done at his peril, but the risk must be 
taken, because if he alxxnx-s asked e^haUy about ex-ery act, whether 
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it was an exception or not he wonld probably make more mistakes 
and certainly get very much less w'ork done. Kant himself reprimands 
the person who is always asking whether his acts correspond to the 
moral law in tri\’ial cases; yet. of course, in proportion as a man is 
morally good he will be less likely to overlook real exceptions. 

It would not necessarily follow from this that actions done simply 
from, e g , love had any intrinsic value. Most people Mould, however, 
say that they had, and I should a^ee wth them. But, granted that 
they have value, have they moral value? Perhaps it may be objected 
that this is only a question of terminology, but there may be and, 
I should say, clearly are different species of intrinsic value, and it 
might be contended that Kant had given a perfectly correct account 
of moral value and merely erred in forgetting that there were other 
kinds of non-hedonistic value and so identifying this very important 
species of value Mith all values (excepting the case of a good man’s 
pleasure, which Kant holds also to be good m a non-mstrumental 
sense) There certainly seems to me to be something quite spedfic 
about the nature of moral value as described by Kant sufficient to 
justify us m making it a separate species distinct from other lands. 
It is also true that if a person possesses this kind of value he is m 
a fair way to attam himself and produce for other people the 
remaming kinds also, as far as physical obstacles permit, a circum- 
stance which gives it a special importance. Also besides being 
instrumentally the most important, it is intrinsically the highest in 
some important sense of the term. 

Further, while we may perhaps refuse to ascribe "moral \’alue’' 
to any action which is not due to the moral motive, we need not 
suppose that the latter must necessarily take the form of respect 
for an abstract universal law. It may take this form, as it did in 
Kant, but it may also take the form of a desire to produce good, 
not any particular sort of good but all goods in proportion to their 
relative values, or it may take the form of w'hat McDougall calls 
the self-regardmg sentiment, the desire to be the sort of man I 
could respect; or, again, in a rehgious man it may take the form of 
love of a righteous God. To limit the moral motive to respect for 
the moral law as described by Kant would be to say that a person 
who thinks in terms of a moral theory conflicting with Kant’s, or 
has not the same kmd of p^chology as Kant, cannot be moral 
Even if thinkmg of moraLty m one of the ways I have just men- 
tioned should turn out on analysis to presuppose a wTong theory of 
ethics, we must not therefore conclude that people who thought in 
that way were not moral, and I do not suppose Kant really meant 
to draw’ this conclusion himself I am only warning the reader 
against a possible inference hom Ins w'ords. No doubt to each of 
the motives I have mentioned in their genuine and desirable form 
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there corresponds one or more spurious forms, e.g., the desire not 
to be the sort of man that could be respected but rather actually 
to be respected by myself and others (egotism*), or the desire to do 
God’s uiH for fear of being punished if I do not. Neither do I commit 
myself to the \new that all these motives, or rather all these different 
forms taken by the moral motive, are of equal value. 

There remains the question of the value of an action which accords 
\rith the agent's strongest desire at the time but is not done wholly 
from that desire but partly at least out of respect for the moral law. 
By “strongest desire” I do not mean the desire which prevails but 
the desire which is felt most strongly at the time. In this sense of 
‘'strongest” it is certainly not an a priori necessary proposition that 
I must always act from the strongest desire. People have confused 
the tautology that I can only act from the desire which prevails 
with the synthetic and not in the least necessary proposition that 
I can only act from the desire which I feel most keenly, and have 
consequently raised quite unnecessary difficulties There is no more 
difficulty m denjnng that there is a causal law according to which 
my actions are invariably determined by or correspond to the felt 
keenness of desire than in denying any other causal proposition the 
denial of which is warranted by expenence Now, suppose the moral 
motive happens to be accompanied by another desire which iviU 
also be fulfilled by acting morally, and suppose this other desire is 
felt more strongly at the time than any confficting desire Does the 
action possess no moral value m that case, or is its value diminished? 
It is not quite clear what answer Kant would give to this question. 
It is generally assumed by cntics that he would hold the moral 
value of the action to be at least diminished, but I am not quite 
sure that this is so He certamly commits himself to the view that 
we cannot m such cases tell whether the action has moral value or 
not,* either when it is another's or even when it is our own action 
that we are judging; but this might be simply because w’e could 
never know m these cases whether the moral motive would have 
been sufficient to lead to the act without the other desire, and it 
need not preclude some such actions in accordance with desire from 
really having moral value, though we could not tell of any particular 
actual one whether it had it or not Nor need it necessarily preclude 
them even from having the same degree of moral value as they 
w'ould have had if the desire had not been present, provided only 
the moral motive was suffiaently strong for it to be the case that 
it would have produced action even in the absence of that other 
desire. This is one possible mterpretation of Kant’s words 
But, even if we ascnbe to him the extreme view that such actions 
never have any moral value at all, he might make quite a good case 
■ Leon, Ethics of Pou.er > E.g Abbott, p 13. 


53 



PHILOSOPHY 

for himself on the basis of common-sense ethics by contending that 
it cannot be a mark of any q)ecial merit to do just ^\hat one wants 
roost of all to do On that view moral value %\ould belong only to 
actions agdnst the strongest desire~{not to actions prompted by 
no desire, for there are no such actions,' unless we, hke Kant, refuse 
to class the moral motive as a desire). And I should certamly accept 
the more moderate \’iew that, other things being equal, the moral 
value of an action is increased if it is done against the agent’s 
strongest desire We do admire a man more for an action in which 
be has to overcome a really strong temptation than we should if he 
had not felt the temptation, though we may in some cases think 
the uorse of his previous acts because he has lived in such a way 
as to make himself hahle to this temptation, and it seems to me that 
this admiration is perfectly justified. The action of a man who on 
moral grounds refused to give false witness against somebody else 
without having any motive to do the opposite would, though morally 
impeccable, have httle or no positive intrinsic value, but, if he were 
threatened with the rack by a tyrant for not doing so, if he were 
implored by his parents, wife, and children to yield because the 
tyrant had threatened otherwise to wTcak vengeance on them, if all 
lus friends were persuaded by hes that he was really to blame him- 
self lor the punishment which befell him so that he was completely 
disgraced in the eyes of the world as the result of his morality, and 
yet he persisted in doing his duty, the moral value of his action 
would surely be greatly increased We should no doubt deplore the 
state of things as a whole most gravely, involving as it w’ould both 
moral evil on the part of the tyrant and great suffering on the part 
of others, but, if w’e took the victim’s action by itself and assessed 
its moral value, We should have to give it a very high rank indeed, 
while the action of a man who told the truth because he thought it 
right, when there was no temptation not to do so, would not deserve 
any special praise whatever Indeed, it m^ht be doubted not only 
whether it had much mtnnsic value but whether it had any at all. 
To take another case, I know that I ought to pay, say, 2d. for a 
bus ticket if I use the bus, and I pay automatically wnthout any 
conflict against a desire to evade pajrment. Has my action any 
intrinsic value at all? I doubt it Yet if I w’cre a child brought up 
with scanty pocket-money m a home where honesty was regarded 
rather hghtly, and paying the 2d meant going wnthout a bun or 
not havnng enough money to go to the pictures, there might be 
considerable moral value m the act of payment just because there 
was a strong temptation not to perform it. Almost everybody 
performs countless similar actions for which they could not claim 
» Excepting purely habitual behavionr, and I should not call cases of this 
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any moral \-alue bat which would hare great moral rales if tfc^ 
were done in spite of a strong dasun for something mcompatible 
with them. It might be objected that in the cases where the actions 
hare no moral value they are done merely from habit and not 
because they are right. No doabt this would apply, e.g , to most 
cases in hich I pay for bus tickets, bat as I ha\*e chosen this example 
it is qtdte likely that the next teas I pay for one I shall remember 
it and be consctonsly aware that I morally oaght to pay the money, 
so that the cause of my paying in that case will be not habit but the 
awareness that it is nght Bot will this gire my action of paying 
moral valuer I donbt it. 

It would seem from these examples that an action has no moral 
value unless there is a temptanoa not to do it. Le unless there is 
some felt desire which connicts with it though other felt desires 
may support it. Tms seems pje^hap^ extreme, but it may be defended 
if we t^e account oJ the ioUonir-g pemts 

(<i) I should nor go so far as to sat that for the acnon to hare 
moral value it must cecessarDr be oppo^5d to our srroacest desire, 
only that there must be some felt desire rrcjch is m condict with 
the performance of it No doabt u the desme opposmg i: is S'^tually 
stronger, Le. felt more Leenlt-. than the desire or dssme* in its favour, 
the moral value of the act be increased, but this n- not I think, 
a necessary condition of its having ant moral value whatet er, 

(5) We need not, hke Kant, make moral value tne only \alne 
other than pleasure The acts ta questioa may be allowed some 
intrinsic value but cot this speohe land of talue Love for another 
person oicld still be mtnnacaUy good, but it would be a dihferent 
speass of good from moral value In that case the assemoa perhaps 
amounts to no more than this, that actions done out of the mox^ 
motive ia face of a coaSicting desne ha\‘e a speohcally didereat 
kind of value from any belonging to other acts or to anything else 
m the universe. 

(c) It is a recognized objection against Kant s new that if a man 
acts morally for long enough the cocnict with deare is apt to cease 
or at least become very tacch les marked. Thus we are led to the 
paradoxical result that continued moral actioa would destroy moral 
value. Kant would reply that, if moral perfecnon does imply this, 
no human being at any rate can attain moral perfecaon. But further 
It may be doubted whether even moral perfecaoa would necessaiily 
imply this. It would certainly imply the absence of any intnnsicallv 
etd! desnrss like malice, but most derelictions of dun- are due not 
to intrinsically evil but to indinerent dssnes, which might be felt 
even by a morally perfect being. It is cot a necessary consequence 
of the notion of a morally perfect being that such a being should 
like to be roasted alive or even to suSer minor pains, yet it might 
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be his duty to expose himsell to the pains. Further, it might be the 
duty of such a being sometimes to give pain to others, for their 
ow or the general good, and his very goodness would make him 
dislike that. No doubt a man who has, e.g , been addicted too much 
to drink and reforms himself to such an extent that he is no longer 
even tempted by it ivill thereby lose his ability to show moral value 
in abstaining from drink, but he ^vill have ample opportunity of 
shomng moral value at a higher level in other actions. 

It would not even matter very much to a theist if he were forced 
to admit that, since God is perfect, the acts of God could not have 
moral value m this sense. He might stiU say, as Kant did, that what 
shows Itself in us as moral value, shows itself in a far higher but 
different form in God (the "holy will’'), though we cannot know 
what this is hke It is only reasonable to suppose that the kinds of 
value which a perfect being would possess would be different from 
any within the range of such imperfect beings as ourselves. It is 
indeed essential to a theism capable of giving any reUgious satisfac- 
tion worth having that God's actions ^ould be good and should 
conform to the moral principles we see to be true, but, while this 
would imply that God is aware of those same moral principles which 
we really see to be true, and acts on them in so far as they can be 
relevant to his actions, his expenence in being thus aware of them 
and in acting on them would not need to be very like ours and so 
might exhibit quite different kinds of values 
(ti) We must distinguish between an action being against the 
agent's desire and an action being against his interests in the sense 
of his own greatest happmess We all want at times very much to 
do things which are clearly against our own interests The belief 
that it will do him harm in the long run if he neglects a certain 
piece of work or if he vents his anger does not automatically stop 
a man from desiring to do these things more than he at the time 
desires the later good which he will forfeit by doing them now. Now 
Kant certainly holds that, if an action is in the agent's mterests 
but yet conflicts ivith his desire, the action can still have moral 
value In fact, he holds that the world is so ordered that all right 
actions ^^lll be ultimately to the interest of the agent, in a future 
life if not in this. Only he holds that they must not be done from 
this motive, if they are to have moral value. 

Kant’s views are therefore, if not above criticism, at any rate not 
so unwarranted as they appear at first right, and I shall have achieved 
my object if the reader is led to feel that the study of Kant’s ethics 
may be useful at least as an antidote and supplement to the opposite 
tendencies of the present time. 
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IS POLITICAL ACTIVITYUNDER A DIFFERENT 
LAW FROM THAT OF PERSONAL ETHICS? 

HILDA D OAKELEY. D Lit 

In the course of his discussion of the work of the Disarmament 
Commission, in his book on the League of Nations, Sir Alfred Zimmem 
asks why the British people were so active in sponsoring disarma- 
ment Tiie question anses because, as he points out, the project 
must evoke proposals in regard to security which they were in no 
mood to consider “The explanation," he proceeds, “no doubt is 
that the eventuahty. however obvious it may seem in retrospect, 
was overlooked in the enthusiasm for uhat had become for a certam 
type of Bntish opinion a moral crusade, rather than a realistic 
political procedure.” ^Vby must the two kinds of practical movement 
thus indicated be radically distinguished and even opposed in their 
aims and outcome!* Why should the “realistic political procedure" 
show nothing of the spirit which enters into "a moral crusade," with 
the result that many have justified what would be regarded as cnmes 
before the bar of ethics, because they were committed for political 
ends? 

The mam purpose of this article is to consider whether philosophy 
has been able to throw much light on this problem, whether by 
sho%ving grounds for the distmction involved between the ethical 
significance of conduct in spheres described respectively as public 
and private, or by disclosing confusions of thought which lie 
behind it 


I 

In order to make clear the exact issue on which an appeal lies 
to philosophy, some prelimumry analysis seems requited. The 
question which meets us at once may be stated in the following 
way — Is it a true lieiv of the case, to say that the individual has a 
different conscience in his capaaty as private individual and in 
that of statesman or of citizen judging the action of the statesman? 
If this were granted there would arise the further question — Is this 
difference one of degree, or of the height of the moral standard 
recognized in the two cases^ Or is it a difference of kind, such that 
a man may be said to pass into another moral order where political 
action is concerned, or even as the imphed opposition suggests, into 
an order not moral, but outside morality!* A modification of the 
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second alternative might be formulated in the following way. 
Granted that the individual must in all circumstances stand under 
the moral law, there arise in various special fields of conduct further 
principles of action relative to that field. There may be even contin- 
gencies in which the rule or form of practice required may be incapable 
o5 rigid subsumption under the generally rccoguired principles of 
ethics. There are, for instance, professional codes in which, though 
the universal characters of right and wrong do not change places, 
the balance or relation betu’een the cardinal virtues may change. 
The subordmation of the gentler or typicaUy Christian virtues to 
the sterner qualities may reach the point of a rejection of the 
Christian requirement. Or in the code of business ethics a less rigid 
adherence to strict veracity is regarded as permissible. The case of 
the soldier’s rule of conduct in war raises problems of too large and 
distinctive a character to be included in the scope of this article. 
If it be alloued that there do exist professional codes affecting 
ethics in some degree, it must furlhei — as may be argued — be 
adnutted that this holds good above all, and in a more unquestion- 
able sense, in the pohtical sphere- On examination of the question — 
on what grounds can such distmctions be based, the following aspects 
of the political career emerge Even without appealing to psychology, 
experience and certain common assumptions of ordinary life suggest 
that in some situations and kinds of activity the individual exHbits 
a self or personality which is not revealed in the normal procedure 
of his private life. The political life would show the more extreme 
form of this modification which at times is almost transformation 
of the self in a particular environment or set of claims. For instance, 
the individual who la timid m private life, may show cool courage 
m a responsible position. The basis for the putting on of this new 
self would be of much greater weight than in the professional type 
of case already referred to. In this light the individual is. moral 
agent, a person of another kind in his pohtical function. In the 
capacity of statesman, to take the standard case, he stands for his 
people or nation, and a new moral situation comes into existence 
for him There are two great aspects of his sphere of duties in this 
position, that of his official relations with the people as community, 
and that of the interrelations between the community or society 
with other such societies For the purposes of the illustration, whilst 
recognuing that the representative of the state may be either an 
individual or a number of individuals associated as a government, to 
simplify the problem we may here assume as typical the statesman 
as in^vidual or the political hfe in an individual. As we fix our 
attention on the significance of the first aspect of his functions a 
truth becomes clear which is by no means always recognized in 
regard to the public character of any individual who assumes duties 
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on behalf of and affecting the interests of the community in general 
The law he is under in his public capacity, far from being lower in 
its standard than that of pri\’ate life, is mtrinsically higher in that 
It demands a stDl greater moral energy, in a field for the most part 
beset ^ith greater difficulties and where vaster human ends are 
posited. It appears then that in the court of ethics, it must in the 
nature of the case be required of pohtical action as the action of 
the individual or indmduals entrusted above others with care for 
the interests and well-being of the community, that it is guided by 
the highest pnnciples This which may seem paradoxical on account 
of the low esteem, at least in some countries and penods in which 
the political office is held, yet follows logically from the meaning of 
the pohtical function The paradox rn fact hes not in the ideal view, 
but in the degradation of the meaning WTien Anstotle declared 
that if the perfectly wise and beneficent indi\idual %vere found we 
could not refuse to make him king, he w'as referring to despotic 
rule But his idea give5 symboh'c expression to the ideal character 
and justification of the pohtical office. W'lthout reflectmg on the 
subject m this way the modem community in its normal condition, 
may be seen to imply such a view in its attitude towards the legisla- 
tion of Its representative assembly, the work of administrative 
departments, etc The indiidduals qua acting for the pubhc institu- 
tions are assumed to be disinterestedly aiming at the best Cnticism 
and attack proceed on the assumption that anything else would 
show them to be false to their office The true and accepted idea 
then of the activity of the state within the nation is that it should 
express the highest value m public action The organization exists 
in Anstotle’s phrase for the sake of good life The pohtician is not 
excused for falhng below this standard, because the temptations of 
the love of power have for the most part much greater force here 
than m pnvate life It is not taken as an excuse for decay of friend- 
ship, if as 5Ir. Lloyd George* observes, the pohtical hfe and rivalries 
are particularly liable to estrange friends Nor are those conditions 
of party pohtics which are so often deplored intrinsically essential 
to the exercise of the political functiott These facts may be so, bwt 
they do not estabbsh the view that the political hfe requires a 
different ethical code, or agam to quote Anstotle, that “it is perhaps 
not the same thmg to be a good man and to be a good citizen.’’ 
It IS when we turn to the other mam division of the pohtical activity, 
rdz Its direction to the relations of the society as '‘state’’ with other 
such societies, that the situation is evident which is inherently 
responsible for the belief that political ethics, if it is not a contradic- 
tion m terms, demands different standards from those of pnvate 
ethics. It IS of course clear that this sphere of action cannot be 
> la his Memoirs 


59 



PHILOSOPHY 

completely separated from political activities wthin the state, and 
that the outlook in “foreign afiairs” may have a deleterious influence 
on that of the home department. But the lowering of standards 
which at times comes about in the field of party-politics and else- 
where, whilst excuses for it may be forthcoming, is generaUy 
recognized as an infringement of moral principles, or a clouding of 
the moral atmosphere. The ideal remains, and is honoured even in 
the breach It is otherwise in the case of the principles guiding the 
statesman in international procedure. Here there is not only failure 
to behave in accordance wth the principles of inter-personal ethics, 
but that this is the appropriate and inevitable state of affairs in 
respect to the relations between states is defended by a Aveighty 
body of argument These relations, it is asserted, cannot be under 
the moral law for individuab as such. The questions that here 
arise lead directly to considerations of a definitely philosophical 
character. There confronts us at once that of the being of the state. 
If there is such a genuine entity, by what ethical pnnciples should 
Its behaviour be guided^ What is the moral position of the statesman 
who acts for his country ? And what is the relation of the individuals 
constituting the community, who must under democratic constitu- 
tions at least, be held also to be concerned in its policy to that 
o^anization of the state which is their face and form towards the 
outside world’ It must in passing be noticed that non-democratic 
nations cannot truly be excluded from the implications of this 
question since however difficult the situation of their peoples, they 
must in the end be held responsible for the constitution under which 
they live I think that there are two very distinct views one or other 
of which may be seen to be implied in the usual standpoints in 
regard to this question. Either the relations between states are not 
yet or only very imperfectly conditioned by moral principles, there 
is no recognized morality m this province. States lag ethically far 
behind individuals Only the rudiments of international ethics exist. 
Or political morahty has a difierent basis from private morals. The 
standards are different and the motives of the agents. It is other 
in quality rather than lower in degree. Any moral duty of the state 
tow'ards other states in so far as such exists is wholly subordinate 
to its duty to its oAvn people. Thie arises the view usually known 
by the name of its greatest modem exponent, though in Thucydides’ 
account of the debate of the Athenians with the conquered Melians, 
Machiaveffiamsm already raised its head F. S Oliver amongst 
recent \mters considers the statesman’s duty from a Machiavellian 
standpoint.* The love of power and patnotism are declared by him 
to be the dominating motives of the statesman. The same type 
of conduct which is vice in private life, may be duty on the public 
• A PoMical Testanunt. 
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stage. Oliver quotes with evident approval Jlontaigne's observ-ation • 
'Tn every government there are nerassary offices which are not only 
base but wicked. Wickedness finds a place there and is employed 
in sewing us together, as poison is used for the presentation of our 
health.” Pri\’ate interest is not worth a great strain upon our con- 
science, but public interest certainly Oliver himself writes with 
contempt of men who are so faint-hearted that they will not sin 
for their country. Bismarck is his outstanding example of the great- 
hearted m this respect. In regard to his responsibility for the war 
of 1S70, the treachery which made it appear that France was the 
real aggressor “Would not any statesman have rejoiced to do so 
signal a semce to his country by whatever injustice and ivrong^” 
W'^e may here reflect that the miUs of history gnnd exceeding slow, 
but have they not ground out for Germany a fatal harvest of Bis- 
marck’s wrong’ “The laws of the hive,” proceeds Oliver, “differ 
from those that regulate the conduct of human beings one to another, 
not so much in being less under the rule of conscience as m owing 
their fealty to a different kind of conscience ” This kind he seems 
to regard as higher Here there is some confusion in the adoption 
of the prinaple that the interests of the whole are superior to those 
of any member, smce the whole is greater and of higher %'alue. 
IVTiere this principle is accepted by pure ethics, as in Stoicism, the 
service of the w’hole nearest to us logically leads on to the service 
of greater wholes, all humanity, the cosmos The principle has no 
limits. But the standard of hive morality which seems to find some 
favour to-day, apphes to a narrowly bmited w-hole and is a degrada- 
tion of human ideals It appeals to the lowest instead of the highest 
idea of the li\nng whole. 


II 

From the beginning of political philosophy the question whether 
the state is an ethical institution has been, whether openly or by 
imphcation, a critical issue. Plato whose Republic has b^n regarded 
by a long succession of students as a fountam-head of moral idealism 
does not, \\hen we make the effort to think free from the philosophic 
tradition, speak to us with so certam a voice as we had imagined 
ourselves to hear. At the outset his close analogy between state and 
individual demands scrutiny Identical principles are to secure the 
completely w ell-ordered hfe for both. Reason has the same authority, 
courage the same strength, temperance or reverence a closely 
similar relation. Above all, justice,* the most essentia] quahty in the 
relations of men and classes, is also as Plato curiously argues the 
essential virtue within the individual giving order to the baser 
• "The doing of one's trne work.” 
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elements of Iranian nature. The marafestation of the good is et e^- 
where for Plato the form of order. Order, the law of the universe, 
is law also in the soul, and the state in its perfect harmony is image 
of the eternal good. Yet if this state were reahscd, would it be more 
than a second or third best? From the outset it is founded on a 
■'noble he,” The men who believed that they were composed of 


infenor metal would not be "class conscious. 


’ The idea that perfec- 


tion is m the whole is so ruthlessly earned out that to the best men. 
the philosophers is assigned an impovenshed hfe, wthout freedom, 
home, or the consolations of phUosophy to any extent until age 
releases them Anstotle will not sacrifice his best man. Let tne 
latter contemplate truth, apart from the world in glorious sen- 
sufficiency.' For this is possible, but the best state (as the "i^3° 
part of his Pohttcs testifies) is not possible Is Plato’s pohtical ide^ 
that of a man who know-s human nature too well m Athens and 
Syracuse, or even m the Academy, to suppose that true freedom 
can be von except by the very few> His state must be always lai 
up in heaven,” and for us it is a beautiful myth, accompanied by 
bulwarks of profound philosophy and poetic genius The greatest 
value of the myth is in its symbolism of order in the soul This is 
ethically beautiful because it is a personal unity The id^ticaHype 
of order is not ethically beautiful in the state because its unity is 
not of the personal type, since its different elements or classes are 
collections of different persons Here there can be no ethical principle 
without freedom. It is noteworthy that the question of intemation^ 
morabty is hardly touched by Plato and then only in respect to the 
interrelations of the Greek city states Modem philosophical attempts 
to conceive the state as a real being, a kind of super-person, have 
fallen into greater contradictions than that of Plato, partly no doub 
because it is impossible to put foru-ard a consistent philosophy o 
the state in the modem world, which ignores, or does not give fu 
value to the existence of many states. The outstanding example is 
the Hegelian state which has influenced many thinkers and directly 
or indirectly some men of action. Hegel's state, the expression o 
reason based on lope, is a paradox of extreme form It seems lopcally 
incontrovertible that if we appeal to the principle of universahty 
as the reason and basis of the state, the pnnciple invoked must take 
us beyond the limits of particular societies, whether cities, nations, 
or empires to the most universal community of rational beings, 
that of all humanity The particular state is not the creation or 
product of reason It is the creature of history, objectively viewed, 
and since there is no a priori reason that human society should take 
this form and empirical evidence cannot prove its universality, it is 
not impossible that history will leave it behind. That the Hegelian 
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state is not based on essentially rational pnnciples is e\’ident from 
the fact that any one Hegelian state must deny the value of other 
states. This is partly obscured by the method which appears to 
assume that there is only one true state — "The state,” as such. 
"Hegel's views in regard to war,” it has been said, "result with 
absolute logic from his doctrine of the state. If the state is truly 
the highest expression of the spirit, perfect crystallization of morahty 
— the real God, it is evident that nothing ought to affect its sove- 
reignty. Now war is the highest affirmation of the sovereignty of a 
people — the moment in which it attains its ideal umty If war is 
necessary, then other states are necessary, for Hegel does not argue 
that the opposing societies, lacking true statehood are rebels agamst 
the true state But the result is that reason is at conflict with itself, 
in its different manifestations. It may be said that it is the gratuitous 
assumption that war is "the moment in which a people attains its 
ideal unity” which causes this paradox in Hegel’s doctnne. But 
the chief source of the fallacy is the attempt to base the idea of the 
state on principles of logic If the idea and institution of the state 
can receive a philosophical justification, it can only be in the sphere 
of ethics The state is a construct of history, an institution brought 
into being by historic forces, and a category for histone knowledge. 
Now history itself, as something more than the natural history of 
the human species m its struggle for hfe ivith nature and other 
species, and the struggle of different races wnth each other, is an 
ideal creation of the human mind through the meaning or value- 
significance given to the process of events. This meaning is given 
by men in the course of the struggle from the first awakening of the 
sense of humanity, continually gaming m depth and elaboration, 
perv’aded by fatal errors but from time to tune elevated by gemus. 
When history comes to be written the meamng is emphasized and 
new ideas which both classify and obscure, ennoble and degrade, 
added by interpretation of memory and record. The content of 
history, the values and d:s\’aJues concerned, are pnmanly ethical in 
character, though with advance of culture, wntten history becomes 
more and more a department of knowledge, acknowiedging only the 
value of truth. In the most general sense, the state if we seek for 
it a philosophical basis, must be a construction required by the 
moral nature of men in the broadest significance, the nature of the 
practical bemg workmg under the influence of ideas of good and 
e\nl Such a basis, however, cannot be found for it It has been 
built up out of the makeshifts of histone contingency, m the de\’ising 
of mstruments for the preservation of social order, instruments 
seized by men possessed of the desire for power beyond the average. 
It has been associated wath the co mmuni ty as city or nation, falsely 
' Les Doctrines poUtiqius de VAtlamagw, ebap. w, Hegel. Victor Basch. 
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assuming and claiming the historic values on which these groupings 
rest. The nation is not nghtly concaved as a personality though 
the love of its members for it may approach personal love, for a 
collection of individuals cannot constitute a person. Less harmless 
and more irrational is it to personify the nation-state, since this 
burdens history and politics wth the idea of a magnified person as 
theme of the historian, and master o! the statesman, a person of 
lower moral type than the individual This is the primary source of 
the divorce between ethics and politics The ethical ideal is in the 
perfection of the relations between persons. This perfection cannot 
be approached without some insight into the nature and worth of 
other persons. In that order of practice which is signified and 
constituted by relations between states, the personality of the indi- 
viduals who are conceived to make up the states is obscured. Each 
state stands in the way Individual members of different states 
perceive each other as it were through a haze or veil that distorts. 
This of course only refers to the general effect of the division of 
peoples into states, or the tendencies of this type of classification. 

effect is seldom or never completely realized in fact unless in 
times of war. The state is the extreme case of what Bergson terms 
a "closed society,” That men should form themselves into groups 
belongs to the nature of humanity universally, and the group as 
community has been the basis of high values. The existence of 
diverse national cultures, and national characters has been a gain 
in the development of the many-sided genius of the human race. 
The strength of the bonds which make for union in the case of the 


group as nation need not prevent it from being an "open” society 
in Bergson’s sense* if these bonds are not hardened into principles 
0 division from all other societies in the artificial construction of 
the state The state does not as such stand for the ideal history of 
a society. It is the supreme organization of the society in command 
o power. It has no ethical being of its own. Non-moral, or at best 
moral m its relations with other states, it cannot present 
the loftiest ^ral ideal to its own atizens. Does this mean that a 
poisonous element is thus introduced into its relations to them? 

0 clear up this point it seems necessary to abandon the myth of 
e s ate an remember that however masked in institutional 
organs, in epartmental functioning, in ministerial pronouncements, 
or in that bizarre parody of a universal intelligence the myriad- 
voiced words of a single man propagated through space identically 
for all listeners, there is no mind of the state, no will, but only the 
personal _will,_ and individual minds. The moral burden of the man 
who in sincenty acts for the community, is immensely greater than 
that of the private individual. He feels the pressure of all the diverse 

■ Les deux sources de U religion et de la morale 
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opinions of his duty or of the national duty held by the men and 
women for whom he acts. The ideas of past generations sjTnholized 
in institutions have to be taken account of, but it is for the minds 
of the present to interpret them and give them their value for the 
present. Yet always as argued above, his action is, in a moral light, 
bound by the same law as that holdmg for him as pnvate individual. 
There can be no political law of right mconsistent \rith the moral, 
though in some situations the best action may be only a choice 
beriveen rivo e\'ils The degree of moral vralue which can be achieved 
may be very low on account of the wide pre\'alence of the state 
m5^h determining the breaking up of humarnty into a number of 
states regarding themselves as absolute in separateness from each 
other It becomes difficult for the agents of the state, m the secondary 
form of bemg which truly attaches to it as instrument of the viD 
of all its members to present to the outside world their genuine 
moral purpose. The claim for the state itself as a superior entity to 
have a kind of personal being may bring about the confusion or 
suppression of this purpose. 

For these reasons it may seem impossible to apply to political 
action the principle of any absolute system of ethics, such as Kant's 
Categoncal Imperative This might perhaps be mterpreted by the 
statesman as admitting of a uniquely indindual application. "Act 
only m accordance Mith that maxim which thou canst at the same 
time tnll to be a universal law.” Yes — but as he might feel, the maxim 
he requires could never be nghtly foDowed in a second case because 
the situation is once for all. History never repeats itself If it did 
the maxim wouldhold I donot think, houever. that Kant’s rule truly 
admits of this ■way out for exceptions He postulates uni\'ersal 
principles makmg the he, the theft, the injustice, the broken promise 
to be always and eveiy\%here against the moral law Can it then 
be argued that a different type of ethical doctrine is appropnate 
in the political sphere allowing of a broader method of application 
to the concrete case? The ideal as "Greatest Happiness of the 
greatest number” for instance, inadequate for personal ethics, may 
be held to ha^’e its true proMuce m pohtical or pufahc ethics, where 
conscience and motive cannot be inspected as by the mdindual m 
his own case. To what other ideals can the statesman look, to hold 
before parhament, chamber, or congress? The truth seems tobe that 
the chief forms m which the ethical end has been stated in different 
sj’stems have some \’alue as guides in particular situations. They are 
abstractions ffom the concrete forces dete rminin g individual action 
qua moral in circumstances more or less widely met vnth Bentham’s 
"Greatest Happmess” principle, his fimdainental law of morals and 
legislation seems especially appropnate as a guide to legislation. 
Aristotle’s "Energi’ of the Soul in accordance with Excellence” 
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gives an end higher in quality though narrower in extension. The 
legislator can aim at the happiness of all. He cannot make them a 
gift of the soul’s excellence. In Aristotle's less exalted sounding 
conception of phronesis. practical reason, or "ivisdom of life," as I 
should translate this pregnant word, it seems that a principle is 
supplied capable of apphcation universally to every unique call for 
action. The man who has wisdom of life, the "phronimos” brings 
the results of aU his moral expenence, his knowledge of life and 
history, his reverence for the greatest ideals to bear upon the par- 
ticular call for action. He has a kind of intuition or insight into the 
moral demands of the case, althoi^h he has never met one exactly 
similar, because of his consistent striving to see life ethically. 
These are not Aristotle’s words, but an interpretation of them. A 
clue seems to be provided to the statesman’s pnnciple of action. 
No static, unchangeable principle is a sufficient guide without 
qualification, because no such law can be relevant absolutely in 
every individual case. The moral actmty is dynamic in a d3maniic 
course of events Where the absolute principle cannot be brought 
surely to bear because the crisis points to two such principles whose 
application conflicts in the concrete though in the abstract (as 
Socrates insists) all virtue is one, there remains the hope that the 
phronimos through insight will discover the highest principle of 
which the actual situation is capable It is perhaps a dangerous 
doctrine and it may be well that all the devotees of absolute prin* 
ciples turn at such moments upon the statesman who has striven 
to act in accordance \vith the wisdom of life and history, and 
overwhelm him with their scorn. For the ideal must not be forgotten, 
or trampled in the dust 

As regards the contrast from which this article started, between 
the moral crusade and the realistic political procedure, the conclusion 
seems to be that the opposition is not inherent in the nature of 
pohtics, but belongs to a profound aberration from that nature, 
avoured by the many contingencies of history which have fed the 
individuals and societies. It would perhaps not be 
difficult to argue that it is because attempts at a realistic political 
procedure have continuously followed upon one another in European 

s ory that the ends at which statesmen were really aiming have 
so seldom been attained, or otherwise regarded, that if all peoples 
were concurrently to engage m moral crusades, these real ends 
would most easily and unexpectedly be achieved. The appeal to 
history \TOuId supply some evidence in support of this contention, 
wen without adopting the device by which Socrates in Plato’s 
Gorgtas proves that the tyrant never attains the object of his desire, 
but attains that which he supposed to be his object. The ethical 
explanation of the corrupting influence of what should he the 
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highest t5^e of activity lies, as I beheve, in the very nature of per- 
sonality whose intrinsic tendency to transcend limiting conditions, 
easily degenerates into a striving to attain power. Hence the paradox 
of the corniptio optimi pessttna. This is still more far-reacliing than 
Plato revealed. The corruption of the best individual becomes the 
corruption of the state. The moral evil appears in its most gigantic 
proportions in the political, since it is the tragedy of all history. 
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Professor D T JACK 

In a recent article in Philosophy (April. 1936) Professor Knox makes 
a plea for a phUosophic treatment of economic activity by way oi 
contrast to either the specialized study of economic history or oi 
economic science The conclusion which was reached was 
in the statement that "the historical and scientific methods of the 
study of economic activity leave incompletely satisfied the cunosi y 
of students, and reach resulU which need special interpretation 
before they can be useful to pohticians, let alone to business men 
(p. 159) Each of these methods is said to involve unreal abstractions 
which detract from the usefulness of the study. A philosophic 
approach, on the other hand, is required to (u) promote the in- 
vestigation itself, (b) add to its usefulness in application, and (c) coni- 
plete the study of philosophy as concerned wnth the whole of 
ence. It is possible to be m general sympathy \vith the broad 
conclusion reached by Professor Knox and yet to remam dissatis^^ 
with his method of reaching that conclusion. Moreover, since ms 
concern in the first instance ivas with the usefulness of economic 
study to the man of business, it would seem to be necessary 0 
elaborate the manner in which such a philosophic study wou 
increase that particular form of usefulness, and on that point the 
article in question has surprisingly little to say 
The philosophic parentage of modem economics is well-known, 
and if the infant has attempted, on reaching maturity, to set up a 
separate domicile of its oivn, it has done no more than follow a 
precedent which had already been established. Among the early 
Greeks, any discussion of economic problems, slight at the mos , 
was subordinated to considerations of the good life and the perfec 
state. In the middle ages, economic discussion was subordinated to 
considerations of ethics and theology. In the eighteenth century, 
the founders of modem economic mvestigation — the Physiocrats m 
France and David Hume and Adam Smith in this country de- 
veloped their economic ideas on the basis of larger philosophica 
systems. And, m the early nmeteenth century, even the Bntis 
classical economists who endeavoured to develop a more scientinc 
treatment of economic problems were directly affected by the 
assumptions of philosophical utilitarianism, while hedonism has for 
long exercised a considerable degree of authority over the develop- 
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ment of economic theory. The very fact that the study of economics 
is concerned with an aspect of human conduct makes it impossible 
to divorce that study at least hrom certain assumptions of a psycho- 
logical and ethical character. It is doubtful whether any economist 
of repute would deny that economic action, being a part of conduct 
m general, had an ethical aspect at least as regards its end or object. 
Yet the study of economics has frequently been cnticized for its 
excessive dependence on particular psychological and ethical 
assumptions "No one,’* says Mr Hawtrey, "would propose to build 
economics on so shifting a foundation as the theones of moral philo- 
sophers”;* though the same writer recogmzes that "every voluntary 
action in practical hfe is an essay m appbed ethics ” 

The first problem which anses concerns the ad\’antages and Hmi- 
tations of any attempt to build up a corpus of scientific knowledge 
with regard to economic problems The fact that a saence of 
economics must start from certain basic assumptions does not of 
itself mvahdate a scientific approach since every science must proceed 
along similar lines and the usefulness of science is not therefore 
destroyed. It is in that way that umformities or law’s are established 
and the primary concern of the student is with such uniformities 
One difficulty which Professor Knox revives is that of formulating 
umformities of importance where the forces to be examined are based 
on human volition. The phabihty of human nature as contrasted 
with the apparent ngidity of the impersonal forces which operate 
m the external world appears at first to preclude the possibility 
of arriving at general truths m the social sciences The difficulty 
here may easily be overstated Human nature, despite its varying 
manifestations, is not devoid of certam definite characteristics which 
become more pronounced w’hen groups of mdinduals are examined, 
and these elements of permanence m the flux of expenence are as 
I’xtal to moral philosophy as they are to any of the social sciences. 
Without a recognition of these elements of permanence any study of 
economic problems, whether approached saentifically or philoso- 
phically, would be no more than a shapeless catalogue of events. If 
the difficulty mentioned is a real one it destroys not merely the 
possibility ol a systematic study oi economics but also of psychology 
and of ethics itself 

But the practical vahdity of any saentific conclusion is governed 
by the practical vahdity of the assumptions on which the investiga- 
tion is based Formal %'alidity also is go\’emed by initial assumptions, 
but m this case there is no particular need to examine critically the 
assumptions which are adopted. Thus it is possible to start from 
such assumptions as the statement that all men prefer a greater to 
a lesser satisfaction and to arrive at certain conclusions as to what 
* Cf Hawtrey. The Economic Pnblem, p vuL 
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results are likely to follow. These conduslons will be formally valid. 
Equally one might start from other assumptions such as the state- 
ment that all men, being altruists or ascetics, prefer a smaller to 
a greater satisfaction and arrive at certain conclusions as to what 
results are hkely to follow, and agam the conclusions \vill be for- 
mally valid The character of action will be different in the two 
cases, just as the moves are different m the orthodox game of 
draughts and in the unorthodox game of “first off the board." 
Certain schools of economic thought in their eagerness to attain 
scientific precision have doubtless exaggerated the search for 
formal validity by neglecting to examme cntically the authority 
of their basic assumptions. Thus Pantaleoni wTote' “Whether and 
to what extent the hypothesis of psychological hedonism — from 
which every economic truth is deduced — ^is m harmony or at vari- 
ance with the motives that really determme human actions — either 
generally, or more particularly as regards the acquisition and dis- 
posal of wealth — is not a question that need be solved before we 
can decide as to the truth or accuracy of the economic theorems 
that flow from it.”* In recent years the positive results attained 
by the so-called mathematical school of economists have been 
meagre in comparison with the effort expended in pursuing that 
mode of approach. But this criticism is not applicable to all 
modem economists Marshall’s remark that "there is no room 
m economics for long chains of deductive reasoning"* is a 
timely reminder that something more than formal validity is 
required in a study which has an aspect of human conduct for its 
subject-matter 

Thus practical vahdity, as distinct from formal validity, requires 
that the economist must be prepared to examine and, if necessary, 
revise his initial assumptions But he is not thereby precluded from 
prosecuting his search for formally valid conclusions. The fact that. 


.f Econotmcs, p 9 In (airosss to Pantaleom, however, 

of ORvrV. 1 * attempt is made to justify the assumption 

K hedonism on the ground that even if altruistic motives 
efiects would be produced as those which 
to egoism, and “it wuld probably be convement 

to work out the problem relating to it in terms of egoism, just as it is some- 
f *‘Sns of an equation in Ler to solve if 
SiJri J the assumption u in effect that 

"Titus, eg, from altruistic motives. 
St u mterest for the capital he lends. In 

than th r rr ■r°^ suoilar mohves, feel bound to offer much more 

n .f i! as a labourer, and Cams 

to pay him handsomely Moreover, in order to 
m^e the m™m ^toistic eflect. one would have to act m accordance 
with the most downnght egoism '* 

* Cf. Marshall- Principles of Economics, p 781 
70 



ECONO iM ICS AND PHILOSOPHY 


as in Sleredith's phrase, "in a high wind a dead leaf will fly like a 
bird" is no disproof of the law of gravity; nor is the general law of 
demand as formulated by sdentific economists invalidated by the 
fact that during a period of crisis the amount of a particular demand 
may be unresponsive to a fall in price. In fact, it is a weU-known 
economic proposition that if there is a general expectation that a 
further fall m price will occur, as during a period of deflation, the 
amount of demand may dimmish with a fall in price instead of 
responding in the way suggested by the general law. But first things 
first. A complex problem must of necessity be broken up if the 
investigation is to be productive of knowledge. One of the imme- 
diate objects of the scientific analysis of forces — of whatever kind — 
IS to discover the ultimate conditions which these forces tend to 
estabhsh. And in the first instance each force is investigated by 
itself, on the assumption that its operation is not exposed to mter- 
ference. The ceiens panbus of the theoretical economist reflects 
not a propensity to evade the issue, nor a simple passion for tidy- 
mmdedness, but rather an anxiety for precision and the avoidance 
of ambiguity. Professor Knox, however, has in mind an apparent 
difference between economic laws and the laws of other non-social 
sciences in so far as it is claimed that the former are alterable while 
the latter are inexorable. Strictly speaking, of course, it is the 
forces rather than the laws which appear to be alterable or othenrise 
This IS reminiscent of John Stuart Mill’s suggested distmction, 
within the sphere of economics itself, between the laws of production 
which seemed to be akin to physical laws and the laws of distnbution 
w'hich were regarded as social laws and capable of change. But 
Professor Knox bases his contention as to the alterabihty of economic 
laws on the fact of individual freedom of choice so that a generaliza- 
tion as to past expenence provides no a prton probabihty as to its 
future applicability. Surely there is misconception here The day 
has long past smce it was possible to say that the economist took 
demand for granted In hts discussion of the problem of value the 
modem economist has much to say about fre^om of choice but he 
is not called upon to predict what particular desires will be mam- 
fested by uidsvidusls at some future date, nor to forecast their in- 
tensities. Even a philosophical economics, as contemplated by 
Professor Knox, would be unable to make such predictions, and 
to that e.xtent presumably would be usel^s to the man of business. 
But it IS still an appropnate inquiry to consider what implications 
are attached to a given set of economic desires and what results may 
be e-xpected to follow from a given change in the character of these 
desires or in their intensities. It is no part of the business of econo- 
mics, however treated, to furnish a set of ready-made ansisers to 
particular problems which may or may not occur in fact, but it is 
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part of its business to indicate how such answers may be obtamed 

riven the situations * . i.t r . 

The advantage of a scientific study of economic problems lies 
simply in the greater possibibty of attaining accurate knowledge by 
the speciahzed analysis of a selected field of experience. In this 
respect there is no significant difierence between the scientific study 
of economic problems and the scientific study of any other group of 
phenomena "The physical sciences/' \vrote Marshall, "made slow 
progress so long as the brilliant but impatient Greek genius insisted 
on searchmg after a smgle basis lor the explanation of all physical 
phenomena, and their rapid progress in the modem age is due to a 
breakmg up of broad problems into their component parts. * 
Admittedly, such speciabsm involves abstraction, but abstraction 
has its advantages as well as its drawbacks. “A fact,” says Professor 
Schumpeter, "is never exclusively or purely economic; other — and 
often more important — aspects alwa3rs exist. Nevertheless, we speak 
of economic facts in science just as in ordinary life, and wth the 
same right , with the same right, too, with which we may "'rite a 
history of bterature even though the hterature of a people is in- 
separably connected with all the other elements of its existence/'J 
The very fact of the incompleteness involved in scientific abstrac- 
tion sharpens its edge as an instrument for the attainment of 
knowledge. 

The legitimacy of a scientific study of economics presupposes the 
existence of a group of problems wth a distinctive character. Such 
problems anse whenever available resources are limited in supply 
relatively to the various uses to which they may be put. Thus the 
fact of scarcity is fundamental even though the degree of scarcity 
may vary. The same type of situation introduces choice in the 
allocation of bmited resources, and the exercise of choice impbes 
a certain order of preferences * This vobtional action is an essential 
element m any economic situation. The positive economist, hoivever, 
IS concerned ivith such acUvity as a means to an end rather than 
with the moral legitimacy of the ends themselves. Professor Knox 

« It would be interesting to know how a philosophic approach to economic 
study as suggested hy Pioiessor Knox would, to take his own example, 
"help even a politician to deade whether or no to place a tariff on indigo" 
(P. 158)- 

* Cf. Marshall. Prtnctples of Economics, p 770. 

3 Cf. Schumpeter The Theory of Economic Development, p. 3. 

« Modem economic theory has tended more and more to examine the prob- 
lem of value on the basis of preferences as data ; preferences being less likely to 
raise diffi culties connected with any particolaLr assumptions as to the ethical 
or psychological character of desire, and thereby escapmg from the earher 
dominance of hedonism which persisted in economic terminology after its 
philosophical imphcations had been abandoned. 
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complains that this "involves abstracting from human conduct as 
a whole, treating it as behaviour only and not as intention as well. 
This abstraction in fact reduces action from something that men do 
to something that happens to them" (p. 155). Such cnticism over- 
looks the fact that the actions of individuals have widespread 
effects, frequently reaching far beyond the scope of the initial 
intention, and these effects may have great practical significance. 
To that extent it cannot be useless to investigate the nature of these 
effects. Any study which confined itself to an examination of the 
consaous decisions of mdiinduals would throw httle light upon 
those other results of action which are created by the interactions 
of a multiphcity of mdiv'idual decisions. Professor Knox’s com- 
plaint contams vnthin itself a justification for a positive economic 
inquiry. The conscious decisions of one set of individuals lead to 
actions, and these actions are among the things that happen to 
other individuaJs 

Professor Knox, however, is more concerned inth the frequent 
neglect of conscious purpose m ordinary discussions of the problem. 
Thus he refers to the tendency to assume that "prospenty is a 
matter not of human effort but of economic laws, the outcome of a 
system of organization or of parliamentary regulation, not some- 
thing that men create, but something that happens to them, like 
falling to a stone" (p. 162). If this is a protest against an extreme 
form of economic fatahsm, the criticism may be accepted without 
demur. But does it not call for some modification or elaboration ^ 
For many individuals, prospenty (or adversity) is something that 
"happens to them, like falhng to a stone ’’ The busmess man has 
no doubt as to the meaning of "uindfail gains and losses", and 
many wage-earners may be forgiven if they feel that 

Things are m the saddle 

And nde mankuid 

Systems of organization and parhamentary regulation are not irrele- 
vant to prospenty or adversity. But they remain conditions of 
prosperity, not causes of it, and they are themselves the results of 
human action. 

Granted the possibility of a positiw scientific investigation of 
economic phenomena, what of its usefulness’ This may be con- 
sidered from the pomt of view of pubbc policy and from the point 
of view of business policy » The knowledge of the implications of 
certain types of public policy cannot be unimportant to the legis- 

• Incidentallj, the descnptioa of economic activaty as concerned mth 
"buying and selling for profit” (p 147) even if "interpreted in the widest 
sense’’ js surely unhappy and misleading to the untutored mind. Even 
bu}ung and selling as ordinarily andeistood do not exhaust economic activity. 
Neither science nor philosophy stand to gam from so narrow 3 definition 
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lator If import duties are to be imposed for revenue or protective 
purposes the elasticities of demand lor the dutiable goods wU be 
relevant m fixing the duties which are to provide the desired result. 
It is no reply to this to argue that this knowledge may be ignored 
by that "insiciious and crafty animal, vulgarly called a statesman or 
politician, whose councils are directed by the momentary fluctua- 
tions of affairs ” Of greater importance is the fact, also recognized 
by Adam Smith, that economic policy may only be one aspect of 
pubhc pohcy so that considerations of economic adv'antage may e 
overruled by considerations of another order, as in the famous dictum 
that “as defence is of much more importance than opulence, the act 
of navigation is, perhaps, the wisest of all the commercial refla- 
tions of England ’’ But if an economic advantage and a political 
advantage appear to conflict, it cannot be unimportant to understand 
the magmtude and nature of the economic loss which is involved if 
the former advantage is sacrificed in an attempt to realize the latter. 

Similar considerations are relevant with regard to business polity- 
The impatience of the business man with the postulates and findings 
of the theoretical economist proceeds primarily from the fact that 
the business man is a pragmatist, whereas the chief concern of the 
scientist and the philosopher is with the truth of the conclusions 
which are reached. The common idea that there is an unbridgeable 
gulf between theory and practice completely misses the point. 
The scientist cannot theorize about nothing; and the business man in 
executing his policy implies some theory at each and every stage 
of his conduct When he alters his methods, he assumes both the 
possibility and the desu^bility of a lower cost combination of avail- 
able resources. When he alters his price pohcy, he assumes a certain 
type of response on the part of hiS customers to that particular 
change. But it is sufficient for his purpose if his theory “works m 
the particular case where it is applied The apparently irrational 
element in the business decisions of entrepreneurs of outstanding 
success — to which Professor Knox draws attention (p. i6o) — ^refers 
to no more than the place of intuitive judgment in the sphere of 
economic activity, although why such judgments should be described 
as illogical is hardly clear except in so far as they do not proceed 
from conscious syllogisms. Ju^ments of this type raise no problem 
for economics that is not raised by intuition in other departments of 
knowledge and conduct. Certainly theoretical economists have not 
failed to recognize the importance in fact of special gifts of insight 
for purposes of business administration, and no one is likely to 
quarrel with the statement that specialized forms of business train- 
ing are unlikely to produce more feaders with such natural gifts.* 

‘ Cf. Professor Knox's commeats on p. i6i. It is not necessary her® 
produce an apology for instructional cumcula for business careers, but son)® 
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The preceding sections of this paper have been concerned primarily 
with the defence of positive economic investigation against certain 
attacks to which it has been exposed, and in particular against the 
notion that the abstraction which is involved m economic science 
undermines its usefulness No reason has appeared for endorsing 
the view that a philosophic as distinct from a scientific approach 
to economic analysis, as contemplated by Professor Knox, would 
provide results which would be more acceptable on grounds of useful- 
ness to the legislator or to the man of business. It now remains to 
consider how far the incompleteness of the scientific approach to 
economics requires to be supplemented by philosophy 
It has already been indicated that any study which abstracts 
from wthin the field of expenence must be prepared to subject its 
assumptions to the cntical scrutiny of philosophy, and it is possible 
for philosophy to make some contribution which will be useful in 
the further development of the particular scientific investigation 
An example may be cited. In the development of the economic theory 
of value dunng the last sixty-odd years, emphasis has been laid 
on the importance of demand: and demand, among other things, 
appears to express a desire for satisfaction Moreover, the general 
law of demand has been based upon the conception of diminishing 
utility, and in the treatment of this aspect of the problem the ten- 
dency has been to regard desires as independent entities and as ulti- 
mate data. Thus even Marshall remarks that "there is an endless 
variety of wants, but there is a lunit to each separate want This 
familiar and fundamental tendency of human nature may be stated 
in the law of satiable ttiatUs or of diMtmshtng utility thus The total 
utility of a thing to anyone (that is. the total pleasure or other 
benefit it yields him) increases with every increase in his stock of 
it, but not as fast as his stock increases This assumption may be 
convenient at a certain stage of the investigation, but it raises wider 
issues w’hich are of philosophical importance, and it is possible that 
some modification of the assumption, as suggested by philosophical 
scrutiny, may facilitate the further development of the economic 
theory of value. Clearly, the vanous desires of an individual are not 
independent entities, they are atomic only in abstraction. As the 
desires of an individual they constitute a unity or system, and in 
terms of personality it is the system of desires which is important. 
This condusion possesses significance for econoimc theory, because 
defence is at least possible. The snpply^ of entrepreneurs with outstanding 
ability IS exceedingly scarce and is insuffiaent to "go round ’’ It may there- 
fore not be inappropnate to tram men for business careers even though 
the ability thus produced is of a lesser order than that displayed by those 
wbo are endowed with rare natural qnalittes which make for outstanding 
success 

» Cf. Marshall Pr\nc\ples oj Economics, p 93 
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the ordinary law of diminishing utility was developed on the basis 
of the assumed atomic nature of desires, and if the assumption is 
revised the place of diminishing utility in the economic theory of 
value may also call for revision. Thus the development of a system 
of desires may involve increasing as distinct from diminishing 
utihty in relation to particular desires in the system. It may not 
he the business of economics to examine the active principle in the 
development of personahty, hut the unity of personality may pro- 
vide economics %vith an assumption which is more appropriate to its 
own task of analysis.* 

A further consideration may be advanced. Desires have been 
treated by positive economics as ultimate data and as a-moral. If 
this assumption is accepted as adequate there can be no raison 
d'etre for ethics except as economics under another name. But the 
assumption is not adequate. Desires are intnnsically subject to 
change, and cannot in the last resort be statically conceived. Activity, 
whether economic or not. is therefore not completely considered as 
concerned ivith the satisfaction of desires. “Life,” says Professor 
F. H. Knight, "is not fundamentally a striving for ends, for satis- 
factions, but rather for bases for further striving; desire is more 
fundamental to conduct than is achievement, or perhaps better, 
the true achievement is the refinement and elevation of the plane 
of desire, the cultivation of taste. And ... all this is true to the 
■person acting, not simply to the outsider, philosophizing after the 
event.”* This is perhaps an overstatement. Activity may be an 
important element in happiness, but otdy one among others. Hume's 
account may be more apposite. "Human happiness, according to 
the most received notions, seems to consist in three ingredients: 
action, pleasure, and indolence. And though these ingredients ought 
to be mixed m different proportions, according to the particular 
disposition of the person; yet no one ingredient can be entirely 
wanting, wthout destroying, in some measure, the relish of the 
whole composition.”! 

Nothing has been said in the preceding pages which can be inter- 
preted as denying or even minimizing the dangers which arise from 
a failure to recognize the limitations of a specialized and abstract 
analysis. The greatest danger occurs where a specialist in one 
department of knowledge endeavours to construct a philosophical 

• The possibihty o{ lacreasmg utility was meationed casually by Marshall 
m a lootoote. Later it was mcoiporated m an article by Professor Chapman 
in the Economic Journal. It was developed more fully philosophically and 
economically by Professor W. R. Scott in Is Increasing VtilUy Possible? 
Further reference may be made to the recent work of Mr A L. Macfie, An 
Essay on the Nature of Economy and Value. 

> Cf Knight- The Ethics of CompeiUum. p 23 

s Cf. Hume: Essays, vob i, p. 266 
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system on the basis of his own particular set of abstractions. There 
can be no ultimacy about science. The methods of science are such 
that any particular science is inherently disqualified from resolving 
ultimate problems by itself Ph)^icists, chemists, biologists, and 
astronomers are frequently convicted on the charge of failing to 
recognize the philosophical limitations of their own advances. And 
it is equally possible for the scientific economist to commit similar 
error. The frequent tendency to construct a system of metaphysics 
on the basis of the assumptions and results obtained in a physical 
science can have as its counterpart the attempt to construct a 
theory of the final nature of society on the assumptions and results 
of a particular social science. “It is/' sa5rs Professor Stout, “a leap 
m the dark to assume that what science can for its own purpose 
Ignore, does not really exist."* 

One aspect of this conclusion remains to be considered. Conscious 
human actmty is by its very nature moral. Philosophers have had 
little difficulty in demonstrating that the question “Why should I 
be moral’" is an irrational question A modem economist has 
emphasized in another direction this aspect of man’s effort. “It is not 
life that he stnves for, but the good hfe, or at the ultimate minimum 
a decent bfe, which is a conventional, cultural concept, and for this 
he will throw away hfe itself, he iviU have that or nothing He has 
similar physical requirements ivith the animals, but has become so 
"particular" as to their mode of gratification that the form dominates 
the substance. A life m which bare existence is the end is tntolerable 
to him. ^Vhen his artificial, cultural values are in ultimate conflict 
with physical needs, he rather typically chooses the former, sacrificing 
quantity of hfe to quality, and it is hard to see how be could be 
prevented from so doing Wordsworth's sonnet which begms, "The 
world IS too much with us” does not deny the predominance of 
cultural values, but merely cnticizes the particular set of cultural 
values m authority. 

Surely this means that positive economics must be harmonized 
wnth normative ethics, not in the sense that the two are prevented 

' Cf Stout Mind and Matter, p 143 It may be saggested that econonusts 
have a better record in this respect thM other scientists This in turn may not 
be unconnected with the interesting observation that in this count^ at 
least most of the leading economists have been trained in philosophy — out- 
standing e.xamples bemg Adam Smith, the Mills, Jevons, Szdgwick, JlarshaU, 
Pigou, and Keynes, for a training m philosophy should enable the economist 
to recognize more clearly the linuts to his own investigation In this respect. 
Professor Knox's plea for a philosophical approach to economics may be 
entirely endorsed 

^ Cl Knight The Ethics of Competition, pp 27-8 As Professor Knight 
adds “It IS of interest that the coquet which men denounce by calling it 
'bestial' (in the field of sex and elsenbere) is typically of a sort m which the 
'beasts’ never indulge “ 
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from conflicting with one another.* but in the sense that they form 
aspects of the one reality? And an important step can be taken in 
that direction by regarding economy itself as a value and as an in- 
gredient in the moral life. If ethics and economics are ultimately 
distinct, a problem is raised to which no solution is possible without 
denying the existence either of the one or of the other. But positive 
economics, useful though it may be in its allotted sphere, is in- 
complete without a normative economics to supplement the investiga- 
tion. The problem here has much philosophical interest and im- 
portance. Moral philosophers m the past have frequently appeared 
to fail to come to grips with the ethical problems which arise in 
ordinary hfe, and if the man of affairs has been impatient wth the 
scientific econormst, he has been no less impatient wth the moral 
philosopher. May it not be that the moral philosopher has on occa- 
sion been guilty of abstraction while failing to recognize the limita- 
tions of such a method’* 

It may therefore be suggested that there exists a field of investiga- 
tion which IS concerned wth that territory in which the econonfic 
problem merges into the ethical problem and where no sharp dis- 
sinction between the two is recognized apart from purposes of 
abstract analysis The exploration of such temtoiy may be justified 
for two reasons (a) that all economic conduct has an ethical refer- 
ence, and (b) that economy has some claim to be regarded as a value 
and therefore as falling withm the scope of ethical inquiry. The first of 
these is obvious enough, and caUs for no further comment. The second 
IS less apparent, and is frequently ignored.J Instead of regarding 
economy as an unfortunate necessity imposed upon man by the 
parsimony of nature, it may with greater significance be regarded 
as an aspect of the good hfe which man seeks to attain, however 
varied and waj^vard his attempts in that direction may appear. 

* Thus Professor Robbins in his Nature and Significance of Econoniic 
Science, p 132. speaks of economics and ethics as existing on diSerent planes 
of discourse This may make it possible to avoid any conflict between them, 
but only by a deliberate evasion of the issue. 

» It would perhaps not be unfair to remark that to the majority of moral 
philosophers, the modem development of the economic theory of value has 
remamed a closed book. Dr Inge, indeed, remarks '‘The use of the word 
value m economics will not be any help to us. though it has been discussed 
at perhaps unnecessary length by some recent wnters on the idea of value” 
(cf. God and the Astronomers, p. 179) But there is nothmg in the text which 
either supports this conclnsion or even indicates what the modem theory 
of value in economics is On the baas of this view, it is difflcult to resist the 
conclusion that ethics and economics must rernain ultimately apart — a con- 
clusion which IS clearly intellectnally unsatisfactory. Professor Laird, in bis 
Idea of Value, is an example of a philosopher who has endeavoured to take 
account of the contribution of tnaigmal analysis in the theory of economics 
3 The elaboration of this idea has been strikingly worked out in Mr. Macfie s 
Essay on the Nature of Economy and Value. 
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Certain aspects of this last consideration may be indicated. In 
any view of the moral life which recognizes the need to effect some 
reconciliation between particular \nrtues which are in apparent 
conflict, some principle of organization is required, as in the Platonic 
conceptions of justice and temperance. In real life, as ordmarily ex- 
perienced, there is no such thing as an isolated value, and in specu- 
lative thought isolated values are conceived only in abstraction 
From this point of view, conflict is to be regarded not merely m the 
sense of active opposition — as when “good” encounters “evil” — 
but as including disharmonies mthin a system — as when there are 
excesses and deficiencies of particular “goods” — ^with active opposi- 
tion as the extreme or Imutmg case Such disharmonies may in turn 
be related to the d)mainic element m the activity which seeks new 
satisfaction by resolving presently exp^nenced conflicts. Thus 
the consciousness of disharmony particularizes itself in the form of 
desires whose satisfaction appears to remove the immediate dis- 
harmony which IS their occasion 

In so far as these disharmonies within the system of personality 
imply scarcity and choice, there appears to be no fundamental differ- 
ence beriveen the problem thus created in the sphere of ethics and 
the problem which arises m the more restricted sphere which is m- 
vestigated by positive economics The economic principle— expressed 
by positive economics as the reahzation of equi>marginal satisfactions 
as the condition of maximum satisfaction from given resources — has 
Its counterpart in the sphere of ethics, so that economy appears 
as an ingredient in the moral life. But for this purpose it is necessary 
to break away from the popularly conceived notion of economy as 
a negative “doing ivithout” — the idea which is stressed during 
"economy campaigns ” Similarly, is it necessary to thmk of economy 
as something more than the structural or architectomc principle 
which is emphasized in positive economics, even though that is 
much m advance of the popular conception of the term. The claims 
of economy to recognition as a direct source of satisfaction have to 
be examined Here the appeal to experience is suggestive, for there is 
no department of human actinty in which a given result is not more 
pleasing when attained with “efficiency” than when attended by 
“waste.” The apparent difficulty that economy must always remain 
as an instrument rather than as an objective anses from an over- 
drawn distinction between means and end. If the moral hfe can be 
conceived statically \nth definite objective ends, the means of 
attaining these ends may perhaps be capable of clear distinction. 
But when the moral life is regarded in its dynamic aspect the dis- 
tinction becomes blurred The realization of values at one stage is 
but the means towards the recognition of higher inlues which may 
still be attained What are regarded as “means” may be more 
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fittingly described as ends statically conceived, or as ends of a lower 
order. More important to philosophy than the distinction between 
means and ends is the notion of a developing system of personality 
wnthin which values have their appropriate places. ‘‘The values 
which we experience are members of a system, a system which we 
have to create and keep in order.”* 

The broad conclusion of the ailment may therefore be stated in 
general terms. The ethical and economic problems which are distin- 
guished in real life are essentially d3mamic problems which can be 
regarded statically only for purposes of anal3dical convenience. 
Moreover, the distinction betw’een the ethical and the economic 
spheres of reference is also a convenience which is both useful and 
important at a certain stage of the investigation, but it has no ulti- 
mate justification. The results of positive economics must be re- 
interpreted in the light of ethics and embodied in a normative 
economics which involves a larger s)mthesis. The argument of the 
present paper has endeavoured to present the view that this larger 
synthesis can best be promoted not merely by superimposing ethical 
judgments on the finings of positive economics, but by recognizing 
economy as itself an ingredient m the moral life, and as one of the 
values which have to be harmonized m the system of values which 
expresses the personality of the individual An investigation into 
normative economics as thus conceived may claim to be “useful" 
both to the positive study of economics and to the philosophical 
study of experience as a whole, and may even be developed in a 
manner which has significance for “the man of affairs." 


‘ Cf. Macfie op. at , p ioi A certain superficial resemblance may appear 
between the view here outlmed and the late Dr Eosanquefs dcscnption of 
morality as a realm of “claims and conflicting counter-claims’’ which Pro* 
essor Taylor has described as a “imsiepresentation as grotesque as dan- 
gerous”(cf The FaithoSaMoraiifS,\6[.t.p 414). Professor Taylor’s criticism, 
owever, is directed against the Bosanquettian doctrine of individual human 
^rsonahty as mere lUusion. and he himself insists on what he calls the “rela- 
vity of all loyalties except the highest ’’ The co-ordination of loyalties or 
o va ues is a problem of jaactical ethics which constantly confronts the indi- 
vidual m directmg his conduct, and the co-ordination which is required is 
sometinng that cannot be incorporated m any contractual bond. The simi- 
toty between the view here advanced and that adopted by Bosanquet is. 
owever, little more than superfiaal. It has much more in common with the 
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COLOUR: AN ALTERNATIVE STATEMENT 


In an interesting article m a recent number of Philosophy (October 1937) 
Mr H Wallis Chapman examinesCoJourasoneof the commonest illustrations 
of the univereal, and comes to conclusions of a nommahst kind I desire 
to propose alternative solutions for the problems he deals with If my state- 
ments seem too dogmatic, or mv quotations too brief, the motive is economy 
of space I trust that any reader of the present paper will read the whole of 
Mr Chapman's 

Mr Chapman begins by calling attention to the variability of colour 
“The colour perceived on any particular occasion is a function of the whole 
physical situation including the object perceived, the iDuimnation, the 
medium, and the physical condition of the percipient” (p 444) UTiat then, 
shall we say, is an objects real colour> He defines it (447-8) as “the colour 
seen T\heD the object is viewed by vnsion of the greatest po« er of discnmmation 
in circumstances permitting of the greatest discnimsation But this colour 
IS not actually seen, or is seen only by accident In short, the colour 
of an object is not perceived, but constructed ” 

At this point I propose my first, and fundamental, alternative I take 
my stand on the fact that our various careful statements (“The object in 
this light and in these surroundings is bluish”. *'\5 I saw it an hocr ago it 
was almost grey”, etc ) are true statements, and true of the object, and of 
the object m its aspect as coloured, and that therefore it seems not unfair 
to say that all these statements (or coirespoudmg statements with some 
agreed alteration 10 their wording) shall be taken as true about the object's 
colour That is, what we call the real colour shaU be, not one particular tint 
selected from those actually seen or conceivably seen, but somethmg which 
can appear as each of them and all of them It shall be a universal whose 
appearances vary with the situation in which it appears 

Mr Chapman's real colour (the fixed particular tint) may never be seen, 
or may be seen only by accident Mine (the universal) will be seen in every 
perception of the object, sometimes with a large measure of adequacy (with 
good eyes under good conditions), sometimes with a very small measure 
(m the night when all cows are black) Xo single perception, nor any finite 
number of perceptions, will allow of complete displav. but a few good observa- 
tions mav give us a very fair idea and enable us to forecast others It is 
coDv enient to give to the real colour the same name (green, for instance) 
that we give to the tints in which under the best conditions it appears But 
we must remember that in applying that name to the colour we are applying 
it to 3 universal, and must be prepared to say if necessary, "This green, in 
these surroundings, does not appear as green at all “ Instead of giving the 
short name, we may prefer to give a longer account, and say "The colour is 
such that in most conditions, and m the best hght. it is green, but also such 
that in the foUowmg setting it is bluish and in this other it is grej* “ 

My suggestion is that anything which «e pause to study and find out 
F Si 
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about, and designate as "real.” ^i]l prove rtself a universal; or, more 
accurately, will be caused to exhibit itseU m its aspect of being a universal; 
as an identity -which shows itself in different ways with difierent contacts. 
"Amongst all these changing moods, which is the real man?” The proper 
answer is that every mood gives soioe vision of the real man, though they 
differ so much in the amount and the importance of what they show of him. 
Each of these, hke each tint which the colour shows, gives some access to 
the reality. With each meeting, though with some much more than others, 
our acquaintance improves. As Mr Chapman well says, "if the object is 
only seen once, our statement that it has a particular colour is vague and 
doubtful." 


The next question raised in Mr Chapman's paper is that of the landmarks 
m our map of colours "As the geometry of a sphere gives no means for locating 
any place on it and we must choose a mendian of Greenvneh on non-geometneal 
grounds, so our ordered colour-continumn requires grounds going beyond 
colour-resemblance for choosing petrticular regions of it to bear special names. 

. The colour sensations which group themselves round massive or impressi-ve 
expenences. the green of the leaves, the blue of the sky, the red of blood, 
will seem to form natural classes "Redness” includes the emotional 
reaction to objects resembling certam typical and important objects: it is 
by no means a simple term as is sometimes supposed " (45o-i). I willingly 
accept this m principle, and express it by saying that the identity which 
governs that colour-region is a blend of at least two univetsals, of which at 
least one has some emotional importance A prosaic parallel could be found 
in the senes of integers where the interest of what-one-can-count-on-one's- 
nngers breaks into equal pieces a procession which might have no break 
or rhythm m a less practical world, and gives different emotional tones 
to 7 and to 17 In the first piece of the senes pre-eminently the dual universal 
stands out "This is what Number That-We-Can-Handle can do with itself." 
These numbers resemble one another not only m being numbers but m 
bemg things we can use famihaily and play with ” 

he nature of resemblance may conveniently be dealt with here. We 
say that things are similar, \ suggest, when (i) they show an identity m 
differences, and also (2) the identity to some extent pervades 
them A Universal which has any practical or emotional importance tends 
to become pervasive Names ending in the same letter (unless it were an 
would hardly be called similar names, but those beginning 
wtn the same letter, especially 1! it is A.do look similar to one another, and 
aissunuar from names beginning with B. and much more dissimilar from 
ose egmnmg-vnthW The A-names ate showing not only the same three- 
ne s ape at their left-hand extremity, but the universal demand, "Put us 
near the head of your alphabetical lists," "Deal early with us": and that 
♦ atiects the name as a whole — Unlikeness as well as likeness rests 
difference Mere disparates are neither like nor unhke, until 
sort overcome by our seeing them somehow as the same 

to the Colour of an object, and the various tints in which, accord- 


ing to the circumstances, i 


shows itself to us, we may ask, as Mr. Chapman 


^i£s in other words (454). whether it ever shows itself twice in exactly the 
aine way . ^whether, with the same observer or with another, an expenenced 
tot IS ever repeated . or whether two different objects may show on occasion 
xactly the same tint Mr Chapman answers that, in the special case where 
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a single observer has two cases simnltaneoasly before him, we must take 
his word for their identity, but that otherwise we can never be sure. I have 
no reason to dispute this "Colour," "shape,” "the economic motive," “the 
scientific study of this problem," "the movement for penal reform," — all 
such interesting universals may vary their particulars without end, with 
each vanant a function of its whole situation We may make imstakes in 
comparing them, — may discover on further inspection {through renewed 
perception or through careful remembenng) that a difference exists where 
we thought there was none, between two showings of the same object, or 
two forms of the economic motiie, or two instances of the colour Red The 
identity of the umversal need not be disturbed by its varying specifications, 
since that is the way m which a universal is accustomed to exist. 


3 

I have foUowed Hr Chapman in his affirmations of fact (or hope that I 
have done so), only expressing them lO different terms. But when he draivs 
his conclusions I cannot follow him, I lose my footing In the first place, 
he feels (434) that the fact which I have descnbed as the blending of universals 
obliges him to give a noonnahst answer to the problem of universals I cannot 
see how this foUorvs A scheme of colour names, as be says, “divides the 
manifold mto a number of regions which are detemuaed by the expen- 
ence of the imposers of the names m respect of matters other than colour " 
This will complicate, but surely does not abolish, the identity which displays 
itself withm the regiofl of each name — In the second place, the fact that 
colour-memones can be mistaken raises (he considers) great difficulties (455). 
"These difficulties can be avoided if it is really meaningless to speak of numer- 
ical idcnhty or difference between the colours perceived on different occasions, 
absolute colour having 00 more significance than absolute position The 
fundamental perception wiU then be. not "This occasion has this or that 
colour," but "this occasion has more or less colour resemblance to these 
other occasions " Colour resemblance wiU be a specific tj^ie of resemblance 
directly perceived, but as it essentially admits of more and less our former 
difficulties vanish " — I cannot see this (a) Error is smi generis, and every 
theory finds some difficulty in rendenng mto other language the fact that 
we can make mistakes, but why should mistakes about degrees of resemblance 
be so much easier to deal with than mistakes about identity ’ (6) On numencal 
identity or difference, I raaj’ misunderstand his use of the w ords, but it seems 
to me that to call them meanjiigless in this reference (as he proposes) will 
not suit Mr Chapman’s purpose at aU He needs to be able to say that the 
colours perceiied on different occasions (the perceived tints, as I have called 
them) are numerically different, as mnch as I need to say that a numencally 
identical real colour must in different situations appear in these different 
forms of itself 

I offer now a conjecture which might bndge the gap between us Mr Chap- 
man s whole argument is a polemic against false simphcity \Vith regard to 
general colour-terms, be has shown that we should lose much of their interest 
if we tried to squeeze out the emotional shades that are blended with the 
colours M ith regard to specific expeneoced tints, he has shoivn that we follow 
a barren chase if we set store by their unaltered multiplication (454) "There 
IS no appeal from the judgment that two colours seen by the same person 
at the same moment are the same, but the grounds on which we have come 
to this conclusion show bow httle meaning or value it has ’ He thinks that 
the two parts of the polemic bang together (436) "The importance of our 
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earlier discussion of colour names is now dear; if they were really simple, 
as IS usually supposed, the theory I have just set forth would be very difficult 
to mamtam, for such simple terms would denote entities of the sort which 
I have denied, but if 'red,' for example, is a term of extremely complex 
reference, grounded, not merely in simple perception, but in the whole history 
of the race, there is no reason why it should denote a simple recumng entity.’ 

I cannot follow this hnk, 1 don't see why a simple term has a necessary 
nght to recur in experience, nor why a complex one should not have an equal 
right But I think that, -without depending on each other, both parts of the 
mam argument are sound. Let us reject therefore, as uninteresting if not 
inapplicable, the conception of an identity which excludes complication 
and forbids diversity » Absolute colour (says Mr Chapman) has no more 
significance than absolute position, — ^tbat is, I suppose, there is nothing 
in either case which can be stated independently of its context \tith 
difierent situations specified the same object may be described as high 
or low. dark or light, bluish or greenish, and all the descriptions, with their 
background understood, will be true 

With the mam point we are bound to agree The only interesting identity 
IS one which can show itself in diverse aspects and behave m diverse ways 
Absolute reality, in any sense in which we wish to keep the conception, must 
be that which we discern as appearing variously but more and more calculably 
and intelligibly as our knowledge groivs Mr Chapman's observations ought 
to lead us, 1 suggest, to a sane Reahsm When you study Colour (he should 
say) you will find that the reality you are dealing with is complex and appears 
in varying forms, and so it is with everythiog to which it is worth while to 
attend But to lead us towards this he would have to allow the "real colour” 
of an object to be a universal, whereas he has previously tied that name to 
one particular tint out of the whole system of actual and possible par- 
ticulars, — a tint which may never be seen at all So m the end, looking for 
something actually experienced and useful which will maintain identi-ty 
wthout difference, he finds nothing except the name But the name itself 
(I reply), as soon as we attend to it with interested study, wll be found to 
betray us It may easily never meet us twice with exactly the same sound, or 
exactly similar marks of black upon white We cannot work with identity 
without difference, anywhere 

Mr Chapman proposes that we should be Nonunahsts. I propose as an 
alternative that, adopting his good observations to assist us, we should all 
be Realists of the nght 

Helen WodehoUse. 


HUME'S DIALOGUES CONCERNING NATURAL RELIGION 
An Answer io Dr. Laing 


Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion are still much with us 
tVhat appears to be the definitive edition was pubhsbed by Professor Norman 
Kemp Smith in 1935 with a learned mtroduction which, among other things, 
assembled a mass of evidence pomtmg to the conclusion that Philo is to be 


the blank kind of identity The leference is not given, but the typical legends of haunting 
oil™.. .Ko.T appearance and behavioar to vary much as those of embodied spirits 
and with the seer 



HUME’S DIALOGUES CONCERNING NATURAL RELIGION 


identified with Hume himself, and that Hume m the Dialogues is deliberately 
trying to undermine the religious hypothesis Though these conclusions haie 
been widely accepted. Dr. B M Lamg, in the April issue of Philosophy, 
strenuouslj attacked them in an mgemons argument based in part on his 
already published thesis that Hume's fundamental philosophy is not really 
the scepticism so long assigned him Dr Lamg takes the opportunity in 
passing to indicate his sympathy with the recent position of a distinguished 
Bntish poet that Voltaire, also, has been traditionally abused in the assump- 
tion that on the question of religion he wrote with his tongue in his cheek 
The present examination is not designed to inquire into this new mode of 
making the uncked pious . nor to push the question back from the Dialogues to 
Hume’s basic philosophy nor to press the writer's conviction ["The Enigma 
of Hume," Mind, XLV (July, 1936) pp 334-349] that not only is Philo 
to be identified as Hume, but m addition, Cleanthes as Joseph Butler, and 
Demea as Samuel Clarke The present purpose 15 solely to indicate certain 
unhistoncal bases of Dr Lamg's attack on the more traditional view so ably 
championed by Professor Konnan Kemp Smith 

An adequate reply to Dr Lamg ought well Imut itseH to the refutation of 
his t\'0 arguments brought against Professor Smiths behef "that in the 
Dialogues Hume is deliberately and consciously undenaimng the religious 
hyp°^^®sis ’■ 

First (rephes Dr Lamg). the Dialogues are concerned purely mth 
Natural Religion, and even for a very large section of orthodox divines 
in the eighteenth century the arguments of Natural Rehgion nere a 
sort of heretical argument . and the deliberate exposure of their u eakness, 
an exposure even ending in scepticism so far as that line of reasomng %vas 
concerned, would have caused no dismay, in fact would have met with 
approval, for it would have left tbeu* own position untouched, if not 
strengthened 

^^^lat outstanding figures would Dr Lamg place in that "very large section 
of orthodox dmnes in the eighteenth century" =' Surely not any of the most 
distinguished Anghcan theologians belonging to the tradition which started 
with Hooker and ran through the entire seventeenth and eighteenth centuries , 
all Anglican theology' of those periods began with Natural Religion The 
naturalistic trends of Hooker and the Cambridge Platonists w ere strengthened 
b> the naturalistic and experimental trends of Boyle and Newton The Boyle 
Lectures, founded by the great chemist to defend Revealed Religion almost 
inranably did so by way of the New Science, and the Boyle Lecturers include 
many famous names chosen from among the Anghcan theologians of the 
eighteenth century Bishop Bntler, called by Newman a centun' later, "the 
greatest name m the Anglican Church," devoted, as the very title indicates, 
the first ball ol the iamous Analogy oj Religion, }3aiural and Re<.ealed, to the 
Coiistiiulion and Course of Nature (1736), to Natural Religion Butler was 
trying to convince the Deists or Naturalists, that Natural Religion which 
they acknowledged, is open to the same objections as Revealed Religion, 
Butler s purpose was not to mvahdate both or either thereby, but avowedlv to 
indicate the absurdity of rejeebng either Is Dr Lamg wilhng to maintain 
that Hooker was unorthodox ^ And what of the Cambridge Platonists, of the 
Latitudinanans of the seventeenth centurv> What of Archbishop King of 
Bishop Butler, of Bishop William I,aw, of Dr Palev m Hume’s own century ’ 
Has not Dr Lamg confused the orthodoxy of such distinguished names, an 
orthodoxy felly cognuant of contemporary movements of thought, with the 
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peAaps IM pMosopfcal orthodo^qr ol the average paMb Pt>«‘ ’ “ 

So coSen., S l«a letters clearly reveal, vvathtbecompletedo^at.st He 
toetog his J3.«tos»<s to those divmea to whom 

™ not repugnant, but represented the most important pbilosoptatal 
bulwark of Kevttled Rehgion itsell. Hume’s aim was to show- how the argu- 
ments of even sueh a distinguished work as the d.uilogy oj Hrhgi™ vveie 
basically sceptical m their outcome 
Dr Lamg argues secondly that 

Professor Kemp Smith’s assertion is made m face of Hume’s express 
declaration m a letter to Sir Gilbert EUiot that “any Propensi^ you 
imagine I have to the other side (that is. m fav our of the sceptical i-ae^s 
of Philo) crept in upon me against my will." and m face oJ a 
request for assistance m strengthening the case of Cleanthes " ® 

says. IS made the hero of the Dtplogues Unless this letter is 
garded as another piece of artfulness, tt is impossible to admit Professor 
Kemp Smith's assertion 


The challenge may be accepted on Dr Laing’s own terms, it is perhaps c\ 
unnecessary to recall that in a letter to Henrv Home, Hume openlj a 
being an “infideV’ and sees no ill consequences to bavmg such a reputa ion 
It is sufficient to examine the implications of Hume’s statement ® 

scepticalpropensity crept in upon bun against his Mill, but that tldidstttenwi 
Hume explains to Elliot how in his youth he strove against scepticism wi 
all of his mtellectual strength, but to no ultunate avail. Hume's statemen 
regardmg Philo the sceptic proves nothing about the character of the fini» 
Dialoguts, but only gives us a fact concerning Hume’s psychologj'.afact whic 
no one recognized better then he himself His request lor assistance in bolster- 
ing up the argument of Cleanthes was undoubtedly made m good faith, for, 
he was anxious, be tells Elliot in the same letter, to a\oid that vulgar error 
“of puttmg nothing but Nonsense into the Mouth ol the Adversary. ^ 
Perhaps a w otd ought to be added regardmg Dr Lamg’sposition that Philo a 
aigumeuts are largely borrowed from previous writers and that therefore, unless 
more credit for ongmahty is pven to the position of Cleanthes, theDta/ogwes 
are reduced to “insignificance ’’ 11 the romantic notion of complete ongmahty 
IS the supreme test of philosophical "sigmficaiice,'' consider how we mast 
lower our estimates of Hobbes. Locke, and Newton, to name but a few 
eminent English thinkers of before Hume’s time Surely great genius may be 
allow ed to represent its age, to accept the cnirent "chniate of opinion True 
onginality lies often in the individual synthesis of what all accept wnthout 
question, rather than in the newness of the component fragments Hume s 
Dialogues Concernt-ng Katural lieligton have the stamp of greatness imprmted 
upon them, and their significance is mnoway irnpaired by late discoveries of 
the origins of their various arguments Notwithstanding, the scholar is alwaj’s 
glad to know of such origins for whatever comparative information they may 
reader regarding the treatment of «iiTT.,iaT ideas hy difierent minds For this 
research, rather than for his perhaps unfortunate applications, a real debt of 
gratitude is due to Dr Laing For certainly too much can never be known 
regarding Hume's sources 

Erkest C Mossner 
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PHILOSOPHY IX GERMANY 

One of the fundamental diflerences between English and German ciNibsation 
which leads to different philosophical problems n, their attitude to the reahtt 
of history' The English '"live” faistorj as if it were nature Thej found at 
least by the thirteenth century their own form of life, of government, con- 
stitution. and state, which have lasted ever since through all changes so 
that a nch sj-stem of traditions has dev eloped Gennanv did not find a lasting 
unitv as earlj’ as that, but, being divided mto manv autonomous parts, 
rehgions, and tnbes, it did not reach a strong social or moral tradition 
Consequently the ' nse of the hi:>toncal consciousness’ and ev en the wish to 
awaken the nation as a whole to it is in Gennanv an mtellectual product 
But what has been a disadvantage m the sphere of politics has been an 
advantage to science and phdosophv The German even believes it to be one 
of their chief contnbutions to the Hisiorv of Thought that tbej bav e dev eloped 
a scientific histor;’ and all the science» which anahse its field, and above 
that the “Histonsm," a historical Welian;>cl.auun« or the task of interpreting 
the whole world from the point of view of bistorv 
In any case that was one of the chief tendencies of \\ Dilthev His post- 
humous works, under review to-dav, bear vntness to it DiJthevs European 
significance may perhaps be suted thus If Hegel represents the stage of the 
self-consciousness of the European ^Iiod. the »tage at which this mind, 
conscious of Its oven power, remembers its whole bistorv and constructs a 
sj’stem, Dilthej represents the ncTt f/age of the self consciousness of this self 
consciousness For he tnes (l) to give a philosophv of philosophv, that is to 
say, he seeks to shove whj and bow the different forms of philosophv take 
shape, why they emeige from life, (2) believing it impossible to construct a 
metaphvsics of his own, be satisfies himself with a sv'stem of possible tvpes 
of philosophy, (3) he not only sets out to give a History of the European 
Mmd, but includes a bistorv of the histonao and one of his central problems 
IS just the nse of the histoncal consciousness in Europe, he does not. like 
Hegel, develop a philosophy of historv', but he starts bv- auaJyaing the moral 
sciences, the reputation of which he desires to strengthen by showing that 
thev are the basis of the studv of historv 

But between Hegel and DiJthev lie aJl the attacks on the ilind (the 
matenalistic attack of Feuerbach and ilarv. the positivistic of Gimte and 
Mill, the rehgious of Kierkegaard) and Dilthev . who has gone through the 
school of positivistic thought and empmcal history and is deeply influenced 
by both, is faced with the paradoMcal situation that his task of wilting the 
history of the European Mind and of piodocmg a theorv of its histoncal 
appearance, is going on la a period when this min rl has already reached the 
stage of Its dissolution Consequcntlv thepositiv-istic thesis of the impossibihty 
of metaphysics, the histoncal thesis of the unit of philosophv and history, 
and the thesis of the relativistic character of each philosophical system are 
now m atin g their appearance Bnt more than that ev en the basis of the 
European philosophy of mind, the cartesian Cogito sum, is abandoned and 
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replaced by the Vtvo sum So tnalgrd lui a philosophy arises which since 
Scheler has been called the Philosophy of Life But if O F Bollnow, in his 
book on Dilthey,' represents the \%hole of his philosophy as a philosophy of 
life and gives useful analyses of DUthey’s categones of life and theory of 
knowledge and expression, this must be kept in mind Even if he were right 
regarding Ddthey’s later period, smce 1900, even if Dilthey were a “Philo- 
sopher of Life,” his Philosophy of Life would not have the force of the theories 
of Nietzsche and Bergson, which denve their strength from their attacks on 
the mind, it would be but the result of the dissolution of the mind itself. 
More important is the pubhcation’ on the young Dilthey It contributes much 
interesting new matenal for his development I only wonder why the dianes 
are again given in the same abridgement m which they had already once been 
published in 1915, and that no account u given of the other parts Perhaps 
some of them would have been more interesting than some of the family 
letters Very impressive is the clear account this book gives of Dilthey’s 
ongm and early development, and of the mde range of his studies, which 
included theology, philology, history (as a pupil of Ranke), the theory of 
music, phj’siology Even as professor at Kiel he took up a course m higher 
mathematics, m order to understand better the development of European 
Philosophy since Descartes 

la the closest connection with the above-named problems, Vol XI of the 
Collected Papem contains chiefly a history of German historiography, 
charactenstics of Johannes von Muller, Niebuhr, Scblosscr, Dahlmaim. 
von Raumer, Ranke, Treitschke, Haym. Droysen, Mommsen. J Burckhardt 
It includes even the historians of literary history Gervinus, Hettner, Julian 
Schmidt His sketches, based on personal reminiscences, e g of Ranke, as 
the great epic histonan. a second Herodotus, and of Treitschke, as the poli- 
tician, who was neither histonan nor orator nor student of pohtical science, 
but all three at once, are of the highest order But he did not see the danger 
of men like Treitschke as M Weber did Vol XII of Dilthey's Collected 
Papers 4 contains chiefly the papers on the reorganizers of the Prussian State 
and a paper on the ‘ Preussische Landrecbt ” The latter is especially interesting 
as an example of Dilthey's method, because it interprets this law as the 
expression of the State of Frederic the Great, marking the transition from the 
absolute state to the modem constitutional state, in restricting the will of 
the monarch through laws given by himself But from a European point 
of view it IS to be regretted that this volume is restricted to articles on Prussian 
history In reality both volumes are chiefly drawn from articles wrhich the 
young Dilthey published in different journals (see the hst at the end of Vol. 
XII) If you examine the original journals the impression you receive is some- 
how different The material is vast and unhmited There are articles on 
Schleiermacher. Baur, the history of Spam. Kant, Novalis, etc : some of 
them, hke those on Gibbon, J S Mill. Balzac. Alfien, at least as interesting 
as those published The majority of them are occasioned by some chance 
(e g appearance of books on the subject), and written on account of necessity, 
anonymously or under two or three pseudonyms, often not at all corrected 
The number of books which he bas reviewed in some of the numbers is so 
incredible that he cannot possibfy have read them (Not contained in the 
above-named hst is a review of Haym's Herder in Vol 49 of Westertnann's 


* Dilthey E,tu Einfuhrung tn sone Phitosopkte, B G Teubner, Leipzig, 1936 

» Derjunge Dilthey Ein LebembiUtH BrtefenHndTagtbucheTn’iSi2-7o,B G Teubner, 
Leipzig. 1933 ® . .■ / 

J VemAu/gang des gesckicHlicken Bevusstseme, leinzig 1036 

• Zur PreussKchen Ctschuhte, B G Tenbner, 1936 
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Monatshefte. which gives m a few iiards a better character sketch of Herder 
than many large books, describing him as a spint who possesses dreams of 
thought in place of real thoughts, foreknowledge in place of knowledge, and 
who hardly an3avhere succeeds m mastermg the masses of thought ) 

Very enjoyable and instructive is a volume' contaming papers on the 
Germanic ethos, on the medieval epos, on the great German music of the 
eighteenth century — Bach, Handel, Haydn. Slozart, Beethoven — and on 
Klopstock, SchiUer, Jean Paul It gives further evidence for the ividth of 
Dilthey’s conception of the history of the mind, and shows clearly the 
impossibility of its realiration by a single man 

The edition of Dilthey’s letters to Rudolf Haym, 1861-1873,' 0^ interest 

only to the speciahst, not to the general public 

As a sign that Dilthey s school stiU contmues in Germany may be taken 
the fact that one of his pupils, Hermann Xohl. Professor of Pedagogic at the 
TJmversity of Goettingen, has published the second edition of his interestmg 
and important work! on the pedagogical movement in Germany It starts with 
Dilthey's concept of the reabty of education {Erztehungstinrhhchkeit), that is 
to say. that the realm of education constitutes a peculiar province in the 
realm of mind Nevertheless, be transcends this conception in a twofold 
direction On the one hand, he amves at a general theory of education, 
on the other hand, he sees the chief aim of education in the transformation 
of the objective values given by one generation into the subjectivity of a 
new youth 

About thirty years younger than Dilthey. Max Weber, a master in the field 
of historical research (but considered from a sociological point of view), the 
most comprehensive and penetratmg scholar in this field in the Germany of 
1690-1920, IS Dilthey's completneot For bis strength is the force of the 
concept, of definition and of the understandmg With his letters4 I bad a 
peculiar experience 1 was excited about the earlier letters of the schoolboy, 
which show a really remarkable clearness of observation and certainty of 
judgment, and I very strongly recommend these But on going on. I was 
disappointed There are so many family letters of no general interest what- 
soever, that a large proportion of the book is superfluous The chief point 
w hicb this book adds to our knowledge of Weber is this he is a person without 
real youth, ivithout a real development Notinthstandmg bis regarding 
practice as his mam interest and theory merely as an interruption of practice, 
his strength is, nevertheless, intellectual, and his intellect is perfect at the 
beginning VMiat changes is the situations and occupations and objects 
of study 

A pupil of ^Yebe^‘s, Karl Jaspers, one of the most onginal and attractive 
thinkers ol fhe Germany ot to-day, has pwWished tv.o nw books, one ol 
them on Nietzsche. J the other one on Descartes Both of them are interesting 
and deserve deeper consideration than we are able to give in the short space 
at our disposal J aspers. onginally a psyxhologist. is a thinker of the reflectiv e 
type and of high philosophical cnlture I believe it is nght to say that bis 
thought represents a new stage tn ike deielopmtnt of the philosophy of the mind, 

■ ron Deulscher DicHung und ^^l•slk Ams SMun inr Ceschuhtt des dfuischen Ceis/es 
B G Tcubner, Leipzig, igjj 

* Brur/e li'iihtlm OiUheys an RuHtJf Haym, 1861-1873 Mitgetedl ion E IJVnigrr Ahhand- 

der Freussuchen Akademu ier II issrnsckapen, B^n. 1936 

5 Du paMgogtsche Be-xegung tn DeuuMand vfid tkre Theorie, G Scbtille Bulmte, Frank- 
furt a Main, 1935 

♦ Jugendiruft, J C B Jfohr, Tubingen 

i hitrzsCHE £ifi/i«ArB>ij in das Verstandnis seutes Fhtlosophierens, <Je GniTter. Berlin, 
1936 
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that of self-dissolution {Selbstterzehrung) Consequently he takes Nietzsche 
as a mud dissohung itself which constructs no world and leaves essentially 
nothing behind it (surely a misrep r e s entation, for nearl3^ every page of 
Nietzsche contains some sort of insight, very' often incoherent, but always 
elucidating either the problems of his time or his personahtj-) This book is 
important and interesting perhaps even more through its errors than through 
its new interpretations It sees rightly that a new beginning has to be made. 
But instead of starting with this begmmng itself, it seeks an escape H G. 
^^ells, m his excellent Anatomy of Frustration, escapes to the future, to the 
idea of a world revolution. Jaspers escapes to Nietzsche He is nght m Hs 
assumption that a new start ha's to be found, he is wrong in his supposmg 
that it IS only’ to be found in Nietzsche It is very interesting to read Jaspers' 
account of Nietzsche's central idea of the eternal return of the same, which 


Nietzsche believed to be the new rehgion of rehgions Jaspers pursues the 
development of the thought through its difierent, even contradxctorj' shapes 
and he sees the emptiness of this idea which is far from fulfilling the expecta- 
tions of Its author But he does not succeed m destroj’ing this idea, be does 
not see that this idea is an expression of the same escape, a translation of the 
Christian idea of rebirth or better of the 'Apokatastasis pantoa” into the 
language of ecstatic n ih i lism Whereas in the idea of the return of every 
creature to God a way of redemption is showm, la this compensation-idea the 
eternal return of the same seaseless and unimportant bemg without any 
sort of redemption is taught No, that is not a beginniiig but an end 

Jaspers is nght in establishing a new contact with Nietzsche As Nietzsche 
took Schopenhauer m his famous essay as his educator (and I venture to 
suggest Its rereading together with Jaspers’ book), Jaspers takes Nietzsche 
in the same way But because Nietzsche can be interpreted in more than one 
way and because Jaspers’ situation is very diflerent, he takes Nietzsche in the 
way of his own philosophy as a man who does not vrant to teach certain 
doctrines, but whose chief object is to bnng the pupil to his own essence 
[Eruecher der Existent) But when confronted with the fact that Nietzsche 
aspects Jaspers makes a very mterestiag efioit to reconcile them 
as (Me^t stages of one smgle dialectic movement, or he introduces into 
le M e the same movement which is so characteristic of his own thought, 
us e amves at many unknown connections As the centre of Nietzsche’s 
personality appears a desire of tnitb 

-y of this ta^ lies in the fact that it represents one of the 

possible interpretations of Nietzsche It penetrates as far as mere reflection 
^n ^netote But, nevertheless, the task finds its natural lunits because 
a unity of reflection does not most in Nietzsche It is the fate of Nietzsche to 
ave diflCTeat personalities in himself, or to fulfil m himself the processes of 
ion, of ^solution, and of a new beginning as well, and to reach 
f epths above and below reflection Jaspers' book, very rich in 

quotations, cop taming a useful bibliography and index, is, 

without any doubt, one of the best books on the subject 

second book* the dissolution of the self-consciousness is raised 
modem consaousness at its beginning Descartes is coa- 
^ t e dooia of modern philosophy. His mistake lay in wanting 
of modem saence Thus he misrepresented philosophy 
, i reach the fuU meaning of science He constructs science and 
^ - '1+ ^ ^ ! principles of real research (hypothetical character — ^but see : 

Descartes, ed Adam et Tannery. Vol II. ^ 6 ff -experiment, etc ) In 

the opinion of Jaspers he lost existence, he lost nature, he lost history, he 
’ Descartes und dse PbOosi^tiu, de Gruylei, Berlin, 1937. 
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lost expenence This paper, ongmally wntten for the Descartes number of 
the Revue Philosophtque, represents an attempt to cnticize Descartes from 
the standpoint of the philosophy of existence Thereby and by means of 
elucidatmg psychological analyses of Descartes's character it attains its 
umque position m the bterature of Descartes Even if it does not achieve 
Its cntical aim (and I am afraid reflection cnticizmg clear mathematical 
t hinkin g must always fail), it has a very Ulumuiatmg, searchmg, analysing 
power which leads to much more than merely negative results 
This picture of Qerman research m the field of the philosophical analysis 
of history would be incomplete withoat the fundamentally difierent catholic 
pomt of \ie\v, represented m a remarkable manner by Theodor Haecker • 
Here the problems are very diflerent Here a tradition is given, but not m the 
sense of profane, but of sotenological history The problem is here bow to 
understand the first from the point of view of the second, how to comprehend 
their unity and diversitj' Haecker develops consequently a metaphysics of 
historj' based on cathohc principles His first thesis is that only those beings 
have history which have a beguuung and an end (neither God nor abstract 
ideas have history), and his second thesis introduces a hierarchical order of 
values as the measure of bistoncal movements A criticism of this book would 
demand an anal}'5is of its presuppositions 

It would, however, be wrong to suppose that the present stage of German 
philosophy IS to be characterized as being the analysis of the histoncal con* 
sctousness and the dissolution of this consciousness On the contrary The 
ivtsb to overcome relativism and scepticism resulting from the histoncal 
approach was the Leiimoltf in the phenomenological movement of Husserl 
and Scheler Therefore I conclude this survey with some remarks on two 
books which represent this anti relativistic tendency The first of them is 
Herbert Spiegelberg’s AnUrelatmsm * I agree entirely with Spiegelberg's 
determination to reject relativism I only doubt whether it is not too ex- 
clusively reflective Would it not be necessary to ask what is the real reason 
for the present relativism, and does the author really beheve that the mere 
postulation of a moral absolutism (even in the restncted sense which he gives 
to the word), that a sort of ethical objectivism is sufficient to get nd of this 
relativism which we all deplore^ Is not a deeper change in the subject 
demanded, wuthout which every form of a postulated objectivism must 
remain void and powerless ’ Herbert Spiegelberg's second large book! contains 
much valuable material for the analysis of the concept of law and for the 
study of the difference between practical and theoretical law His thesis is 
that we use the word law in an equivocal manner for the two fields, that no 
common universal concept of law exists, that the practical law is the original 
one from which the theoretical is derived Especially valuable is the second 
part, dealing wutfi the fustorj* of the moraf faw and of the problem of law 
in ethics and the philosophy of law The chief aim in both parts is the demand 
for an ethics wuthout law based on an autonomous moral order That such 
an ethics is possible nobody can deny Plato, eg realized it in his 
founding It on the common order of cosmos and pohs But where is the basis 
for such an order in Spiegelberg's thought^ I must say I am extremely 
sceptical of his ontological analj'Sis, of hjs assumption that the last basis of 
moral judgment and of moral law is the onttsche Siitenordnung which be 
believes is revealed to us by a specific moral intuition And I am sorry I 
cannot follow him at all, if he believes that the categorical imperative and 

' Def Chrisl und Ju CestMtelite, Hefner, Leipzig. 1935. 

1 AnJircliiiitsmus, Max Niebaos, Ziuicb 

I Geseti und Sitie^rseit, Max Nwhaos, Zuncli 
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every concept of law are unworthy of science and ought to be removed from 
the realm of ethics It would be -wonderful if man could live without laws; 
but that could only be accomplished il they would fulfil in themselves the 
law with such perfection that it was no longer needed This evidently would 
only be possible in a society of superhuman beings or angels, which un- 
fortunately we do not find on this dark earth Therefore I beheve it would 
be a more efficient w eapon in our common struggle against the terrible moral 
relativism of our time to strengthen men’s regard and reverence for the 
moral law than to undermine it by the idea of an ontological moral order 
which remains a mere postulate if not realized But this fundamental diSerence 
of outlook does not prevent me from acknowledging the intrinsic value of the 
systematic and historical analyses of this book 

F H. Heinemavk. 
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Order and Life. By Joseph Needham, Fellow of Gonville and Cams College, 
and Sir William Dunn Reader m Biochemistry, Cambndge (London: 
Cambridge University Press 1936 Pp x + 178 Pnce 8s. 6d. 
net ) 

This is a highly technical boob, full of specialist knowledge But it is 
principally concerned mth the question whether the processes of life are 
ultimately explicable in terms of chemistry and physics The author begins 
by cnticiaing and rejectmg two views, one is J S Haldane’s, that biology 
must start with the fact of life, and accept certain biological laws as equally 
ultimate with those of chemistry or physics (cf p 10) The other is Dnesch’s 
Theory of Entelechies In opposition to th^ he accepts the judgment of 
K Sapper, that it is "inconceivable that properties should be found m a 
material complex, which are not the result of the summation of the properties 
of the components”, and he claims that "although we are still m the earliest 
historical stages of any far-reaching orgamratioo-calculus, we can yet see 
that biological order, like (but very much mere complicated than) crystal 
order, is a natural consequence of properties of matter, and the charac- 
teristic mode of their manifestation" (p. 165) 

"Biological order" may mean several thmgs There is the temporal order 
of the processes that make up the life-history of any one organism There is 
the temporal order in which species ba\e appeared and penshed dunng the 
millenma in which hvmg things have existed on the earth There is the order of 
affinity between different species, simultaneously or successively existing And 
there is the spatial order of the components of any one organization, mto 
which Its form may atany momeotbe regarded as analysable.though, of course, 
this order is not purely spatial, since its maioteoance is compatible with much 
and continual change in the space-relations of limbs and other parts, which pre- 
serve unchanged through these changes their functions in the whole I think 
that Dr Needham's claim mcludes all these But I am bound to say, so far 
as a non-specialist may presume to judge, that in my opinion his book does 
nothing to help us to see that biological order, in all or any of these senses, is 
a natural consequence of the properties of matter, though such failure, of 
course, does not prove that these properties do not account for biological 
order. 

It IS true that we are told that “biology cannot now ever be in the stnct 
sense mechanistic", but it is causal, and "a causal science can, indeed, be no- 
thmgifnot mathematical, smcethe ideal axiom at the basis of all causality can 
only be stated in terms of the mathematical concept of function” (pp 35-6) 
Here there seems to me to be some confusion If there is causality between 
a and b, where a and b are particulars of certain kinds, and ha' e quantitative 
features, then the frequency of b, or the amount of some quantitati'C feature 
in It, will be a function of the frequency of a, or of the amount of some quanti- 
ati'e feature in that The displacements of two bodies towards each other 
may be a function of their masses and their distance Bat what causes their 
approachiSBot hereby stated Some ha\-e held that science is not concerned to 
ask this, and. if consistent, have gime on to say that it can dispense with the 
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notion of force Its business then bewmes that of discovering formulae, from 
which, given certain distributions of matter, we may calculate what others 
will be found, for such and such differences of time and space. The items 
whose distribution is given or inferred may be comparatively simple, like 
atoms, or complex to any degree, like men or nebulae A mathematical 
formula will thus connect the present numbers of the population and its 
fertility-rate with the numbers 50 years hence, or the distributions of the 
nebulae at mtervals of so many million l^ht-years one with another. But the 
latter change is at bottom resoluble into the movements of the components 
of the atoms out of which the nebulae are constituted, and the former cer- 
tainly involves the movements of the components of the atoms out of which 
human beings and their en%ntonnient ate constituted. Now if biological science 
IS mathematical m the same sense as astronomy, we need no more look beyond 
the laws exemplified in the movements of atoms or their components, at 
various distances and velocities and complexities of juxtaposition, in the 
former case than in the latter, and biology will then indeed be m the strict 
sense mechanistic 

The mathematical work of R A Fisher has given fresh support to those 
who think that a random supply of variations without directional trend may 
suffice for the modification of species by descent And the Mendehan theory 
of heredity offers scope to matbeinatics in eicplaming how crossing and in- 
breeding from offspring of crosses give nse to new and pure strains, and 
so forth But we cannot argue freely from pbylogeny to-autogeny In the 
development of one individual are mvolved neither the "variation and 
selection" whose effect in the one case, nor the crossing and breeding from 
the hybrids whose effects m the other case can be submitted to mathematical 
treatment 


Dr Needham, indeed, quotes from D’Arcy Thompson's Growth artd Forttt 
the application of mathematical analysis to the differences between certain 
related animal forms Conceive an animal to be embedded in a close rectan- 
gular three dimensional network, or, though the network is of lines that have 
only length, perhaps we should say that the network is embedded in the 
animal Now this geometrical system may be subjected to deformation If 
tte same parts of the animal are centred at the same points of intersection 
ter deformation as before, we shall have a new but corresponding specific 
35-8) Here the matbeiuatical treatment is admirable for descnp- 
lon but it does not help to explain We are left asking why. when one part 
vh ^rnmal is modified, all the rest are modified correspondingly, so that 
form which mathematical analysis reveals is preserved. Dr 
ee ham seems to think that Thomsoman co-ordinates have done something 
to explain this They have not 

Again, he considers (pp 49-63) the fact, eiqienmentally ascertained, that 
m he development of an embryo the "possible fates” of some part may be 
mme numerous than its "presumptive fate." By the presumptive fate of a 
part is meant what it would grow into in normal conditions, but if the embryo 
IS mjure e sewhere, or if the part k transplanted into another embryo, the 
part may pow into something diffetent. anything into which it may thus 
alternatively grow is a possible fate A part of an embryo, when the rest is 
es roye , may even grow into a complete oiganism, so that this is one of the 
possible fates of the part But the possible fates of a part become less numerous 
as the development of the embryo proceeds, and after a certain date, what- 
ever apj«M to the rest, or into whatever it is transplanted, the part, if it 
^velops ^rther at all, wll develop only into its presumptive fate Now, 
Dr. Needham describes the part for which divers fates are still possibie as 
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ill a position of unstable eqaiUbnara; aftCT it has lost this "pluii-potency," 
it IS in a position of stable equilibnam He finds geometrical expressions, 
m graphs or in models with uneven snifeces, for such facts Conceii’e, for 
example (the example is an application of certain of his figures seep 58, and 
plate facing p 60), a drop of quicksilver falling along the sloped surface of 
part of a miniature mountain-massif on to a pass, from the pass it may go 
nght or left, so that this is a position of nnstable equilibnum. whichever way 
it goes, it may come to a lower pass, bat finally it reaches a cup or lake, and 
IS m stable equilibnum, it has now no plan-potency There is certainly an 
analogy between this case, and the gradoal restnctioo of the possible fates of 
the parts of an embryo during the penod of its development But the analogy 
offers no explanation, because the ccmditions which explam what is possible 
to the drop of quicksilver are not present in the embryo 

I take another illustration of the concept of restnction of potentiahty by 
“multiple bifurcation ’’ In Fig 45, placed before the Inde^ as an addendum, 
we have a view of a maishallmg-j'ard on the L N E R ‘ The photograph is 
taken from above the 'hump ’ Up to this the freight wagons are pushed, and 
from it they run down indivndaally over electric retarders to a number of 
altemativ e sidings, where they are ready to be despatched to a fresh destina- 
tion The top of the 'hump' corresponds to the totipotent or maxunaUy 
unstable condition of the egg" Perhaps, but could the railway company 
marshal its wagons without a hamp. wi^out rails, without electnc retarders ’ 
Are there any of these in an egg > Or vrould there be more destinations 
possible to a way on at one point than at another without some one v\ ho 
IS no part of the marsballmg I'ard to var>' the switches’ And if not, what 
light does this illustration throw on oar problem ’ 

Or consider another analogy offered later id tbe book (pp 156-64) It is 
said that the meltmg of a solid does not occur suddenly at one temperature, 
but that the particles acquire freedom of movement successively m each of 
the three dimensions of the solid at successive temperatures Kow, in 
amphibia, a limb-bud may be transplanted into another individual, and if 
inserted front foremost at the place of a left fore-limh, will grow into the limb 
proper to the place of insertioo, nhetber it nas a left or a nght bud. not, 
however, if inserted back foremost The bud acquires ngiditj’ of development 
successively m different dimensions, as the solid loses its ngidity successive!) 
Here, too, there is some thin g analogous between the two sets of facts But I 
do not see that the consideratKuis which might explain the stages of melting 
having any application in the biological case 

Dr Keedbam introduces in bis third lecture the notion of a spatial 
' hierarchical contmuity" withm an organism “A protein molecule in a 
colloidal particle in a nucleolus in a bve cell in a bver m a mamma l" is a member 
of a hierarchy of collections With this is compared the mathematical con- 
ception of sets of points, among which a hienurtucal order of so many levels 
oi or envetopes is toncervwi to exist We may suppose the membership 

of these levels to be constant, but the values of the co-ordinates of the pomts 
in any level to vary on certain fwinciples, with consequent topological changes, 
but without any of the pomts m one shell inossmg the continuous boundmg 
surface between them and those of another next it The consequences of any 
pnnaples of variation can be worked out mathematically < Smularly — if it 
IS similar — we may suppose the constituents of the protein molecule to be 
determined not only by one another, each by the rest at its own level, but by 
the successive wholes, or tbe members of the successive wholes, which form 

‘ I believe this is ool an adequate accoont of the problems of topologv but I Ihiat 
It suScieotJv indicates the argument of the text 
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■ . are to dispcDse with the 

the spatial factor distinct from the parts, 

hypothesis of some ^ consequence of how to 

the hierarchical aggregates rnust ^ influence these ultimate parts, 

ultimate parts affect each “ 3 ’“^sults We may choose to 

In a set of points there are no envelopes, but we cannot 

regard different points as ^ think to analyse) space as 

really regard the points into 2k how particles at those points 

themselves moving m space \\e ca a_n„ement of envelopes is to he 
must move in space, if the ^^aS^gernent of tom would 

preserved throughout their motion, and v^t amng ivit’ 

Jesuit The mathematician working to preserve the 

the question whether particles could buJ something 

hierarchy, and the hierarchy is not Dr Needham obseries 

whose maintenance would have to „t„_s.callv difierent can only 

then our hierarchy will have been dissoUed . , , field” Of this he 

D, Nerftom employs the ‘ “A field is s system 

•cceptsip .08) C H Waddmgton s., the best detatloo A^ 

ol order soeh that the position taken »p >>y „p by nmtable 
of the sytem beats a definite relation to the ^i ion teken up^ y 
entittes in other portions " I am surpns^ that t 

him Every position bears a defimte relation to tytry ot ^ ^.bers 

to say IS that what position one entity takes up afiects P ^ 
do But wky? It is useless to say that when this bappuns .bat 

then to mvoke the field as helping to etplam its ‘'SPP'””*' „ Jtbing 
a field IS a system of order snch that th„ imPP'"””” t “e '^idmdua- 

“ Ss°t ttTonly such fig-leaf deeoratmg “e^'i 
to do with toones ‘‘which postulate some entity m the '3Lr,mn<' rela- 
addition to the chemical elements C. H, N. O. P. etc . plus 8 " m 

tions” (p 7) But what are “orgamzing relations”^ All 
relations, whether they are components of an organism or no ^ents 

relations organize’ \\e read of “an organizing enti^ a jj much 

standmg in internal oiganmng relations to each other (p 74) in the 

interesting information about parts whose presence + of an 

portion transferred from one embryo to another, if toe eve op called 
i^an from that portion is to occur in its neiv host , and these pa 
organizers because without them the organization does not ' .^^.^tiiout 

reproduction of fonn is not explamed by discovering some ^^een 

which it fails to occur The particulate structure of the chromoso j-epro- 

found to be something helpmg to reveal conditions without w 
duction fails It has not explamed reproducbon i,y,ir,<ncal form 

Agam, hormones are said to be influences acting upon morpn o forms 
(pp 79-5 o), but they are bodies, and bodies act on bodies, , ^joes 

Dr Needham, of course, knows this, but that he should write w 
seems to me to betray a tendency not to look behind . e peicg 

(p 05). are left with the conception of a sterol-like sub mgan- 

ifberated at a gi^en point in the developing system and ^uicb 

izing power from that spot " Is this any better than to not 

he scoffs’ Again, can we nghtly ascribe activity to a field (p 
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to the bodies m the field ^ This is a qnestion which perhaps should be addressed 
to others as well as to a biologist We are told that "the ‘mdi\uduation-fieId’ 
IS a term eTpressmg the tendency of an organizer to rearrange the regional 
structure both of itself and of any tissue lying near it m such a way as to 
make that tissue part of a complete embryo” (p lor) If so, I submit it is 
name for part of the problem presented ^ the facts of growth, not for a 
factor of explanation ''Organ-forming potency falls oil from’’ the centres of 
certam regions mto which an embry omaym thought be divuded "m adefimtely 
measurable way” (p 103) Is an organ fomung potency less mysterious than 
a "form or, “supra '-material factor” {p 165), such as Dr Xeedbam rejects * 
It is not a body, nor a collection of bodies thos and thus arranged And those 
who would invoke a "form’ would admit that the de\eIopinent of an 
organism so as to display’ it depends also on certain physical conditions m 
the organism When, lastly, we read m the same context (p 106) that "there 
must, of course, be some underlying factor, which we could call 'limb- 
fonning intensity’,’ ” we mav wonder whether Dr Needham is really 
findmg sufficient those principles of explanation with which he professes to 
be content 

This reinew has perforce failed to do justice to the interest selected and mar- 
shalled of the biological facts in Dr. Xeedham’s book If it js purely cntical, that 
IS not because I would deny its value, but because the conclusiveness of a 
certain line of argument which forms its mam theme is the only issue I am 
competent to raise In a note near the end (p 166, □ 91), we are offered a 
choice between an Emergent Evolutionism "which seems to hold that the 
specific properties of wholes are conferred on them over and above the 
specific properties of their parts by a continuous Creativuty acting from out- 
side." and a Dialectical Alatenalism which "seems to bold that the specific 
properties of wholes result from properties of the parts which are mvusible 
or latent m isolation ” The former view is said to be suited to a religious, and 
the latter to a scientific w orld -outlook "The problem of which view is correct, 
if It IS a problem, appears to be extra scientific and quite msoluble ” That 
what IS insoluble is no problem, is a doctnne of ' logical positivasm,” and 
logical positivism appears to have attractions for Dr Needham {cf pp 7&-9) 
But according to it, a proposition is either a tautology, or rests on induc- 
tion from observed particnlars (unless it is a record of a particular 
observation) and this induction cannot be justified This is a position 
like what Hume adopted for the basis of science, science all rests on 
causality and causality is a matter of faith Hume's attitude, as Dr 
Whitehead observes, satisfied the Roy’al Societv, but did not satisfy the 
Church • I wall not discuss Emergent Evolutionism I am ready to say 
it wall not do But must we therefore accept Dr Xeedham's doctnne, if that 
wall not do either’ 

Is the kind of process, amenable ultimately to mathematical treatment, 
for Kftrcfi fte looks ea any de%elapBKat that i:> (o 6e inteffigibfe, tie only 
intelligible process in the universe’ If so. there is no purposive activaty m 
It, or purposive activatv is unmtelligible, and if the waiting of Order and Ltfe, 
or of this revaew, were not purposiv e activaties, aw kward consequences w ill 
follow But if there are purposive activaties, though often failing to attain 
their purposes, then it jS not absurd to surest that growth is such an activaty, 
though how this can take place in a bodv' which does not appear to be con 
nected wath its owai mind may not be understood Ev en to speak of 
unconscious purpose would be at least no more unhelpful than to speak of 
the ' latent properties" of parts from which the ' manifest properties" of 
* Seitneeattitke Modem llorU 
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H. W. B. Joseph. 
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P 162. n 35.1 3. for "Leaths’ read Leathes 


Arnold & Co . i937 PP 43^ Pr*'® 1 


There have been many types of Gifiorf 1 fe.„ have been pro- 

anthropologists. physicists, biologists, but ~“P^ literature. Again, 

fessional men-about-letters. or. m . extensively and deliber- 

tl ere are not verv many of them who ha\e strayea exrensi > natural 
ately Iron, thenrfae.al Fach They all have “ ‘“"‘“"aSl^'and very obh- 
thedogy. but most oi them apphiaoh that “fjrfthem, 

quely. sometimes mth lagging footsteps In the P ..th^ designed or is 
present their excursions and conclusions m a style tha such as 

!ble to make a popular appeal There have Uen 

William James, but the exceptions are remarked when they ggjjom get 

the lecturers remain, m the spirit, in their classroom v. a J^Xbey do not 

beyond the Great HaU of a University either in spirit or in body y 
address literate but not-too-studious firesides rt,*t«,?uished Pro- 

In all these respects the present set diverges 

fessor Ementus of English Literature m the University ^^,hich very 

notably from the common run T*»«subjectofhischairi » 

few have been asked to descend or to ascend ^o^he Gifford rosOT 
man-about-letteis has selected a philosophical subject, and t^^sparent 
dialectics and high seriousness and aU. with 8“^® yoSvould 

honesty ("I propose.” he says, “to speak my mind 1 wnnot > ,s to 

wish me to say what I do not think, or think what I did not say. 
be gamed by concealment or equivocation ”) His lectures ' _ig(i but 
of good literature and of cunning and refreshing rhetoric une P'^ 
pungent and urbane The book, in consequence, is and, 

without clamour or fury, bnght without gutter, brave withou tj., not say 

as I have said, it is philosophical from the first page to the . 

that most philosophers should emulate hlr Dixon’s methods y 

man What they can all do is to enjoy him _ ^be 

“I am not wholly unacquamted,” the author says. f-loauent 

famous speculators I delight m them society. Under their su Absolute 

guidance, I have made many excursions into the Emp^ean o opening 

I have somehttle knowledge of the various metaphysical gamoi^ 'c ,rh abook 

moves, the Platonic, the Cartesian, the Kantian “That had not 

as this could neither have been concmved nor written ^’J.q.c.cal and of 

approached literature with the tr ainin g and interests both ^ ® . sustained 

a philosophical education, and if he had not applied the - g been 

the interest in all his consortium with belles lettres H® must J" 

a metaphysical litUrateur He knows quite a lot about the end-g 
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sopbers as well as about their opening gambits, and he knows as much as 
most philosophers do about the end-games of ^ecalattve science. It may be a 
little more doubtful whether his middle-game in philosophy is quite so con- 
vincmg I should have preferred to see more of it in his book, but for the 
most part he has deliberately developed his theme in such a way that philo- 
sophical opening moves, and philosophical end-games receive most attention 

The first ten lectures indeed (i e the first senes m accordance with the 
Gifford Trust) is designed to be a set of excursions exhibiting the complexity 
of the human situation The lecturer darts to and fro hke a purzled. glittermg 
inquisitive ephemeron WTiat is a man's mmd, his reason, his self’ Nil tam 
difficile est qttm quaerendo tntesftgan possti. But how begin’ With history'’ 
Philosophers "would wTite more convincingly if they had consorted, even m 
imagination, with cave dwellers, and lake-dwellers, and tree-dwellers, talked 
with buffoons and mountebanks, and charlatans, with sadists and pimps and 
procurers, as weD as with pnests, prophets and professors " With anthropoid 
apes whose blood groups are the same as man's ’ With the genes ’ With 
neutrons and positrons ’ With cosmogony ’ The first senes of lectures is made 
up of these forays and salhes , it consists of essa}rs m a diversitanan philosophy, 
and the essayist's art is everywhere apparent This includes the art of avoiding 
tediousness by running away from topics that would have to be developed 
slowly. It also includes quips, and graciousness, and reverence and happy 
phrasing everywhere But towards the close of the first senes there is a longer 
and fuller note "If nothing be worth dying for, nothing is worth living for " 
There is horror in the world and there is stnfe. but there is life too "The inner 
truth IS that every mao is himself a creator, an artist, an architect, and fashioner 
of worlds If this be madness . none the less it is the lunacy in which con- 
sists the romance of life, in which lies our chief glory and our only hope " 
‘‘So far men are the crown of nature’s efforts " "Whatever else you are, says 
nature to us, be a man " 

With the eleventh lecture and the second senes we enter upon a straighter 
road ^Vhen we look facts m the face the will to-hve is dominant m the human 
situation "Your easy chair is your great breeder of melancholia, yet luxury 
itself cannot prevail against this inward imperative, this clinging to hfe what- 
ever its conditions ” Bunyan’s pilgnm put his fingers m his ears and ran on 
cr>ing. "Life, hfe, eternal life ’’ Mr Dixon reaffirms the emphatic yea of the 
plain man "For his simple wisdom, his untutored soul, his shy, inexpressive 
intelligence, unperplexed by dialectic, unsubdued by failure, I confess an 
affectionate regard ’’ He can even bear the plain man's plainness when it is not 
quite so engaging, but he does not like morahsts and absolutists The former 
be thinks should ask, "How is goodness to be made the object of passionate 
desire, as attractive as fame, success, or even adventure and he detests the 
categorical imperative "I would say that to love life is to love the gods, and 
that in obeying the will-to-hve we are obe3rmg divine orders (But here he is 
bard upon the categoncal imperative which only says that dooty is dooty even 
when It is drab, and since he also wants digmty and stateliness in one’s out- 
look upon both life and death,’’it IS not so plain that the wilJ-to-hve is naturally 
stately, or that this stately ethics is more attractive, more adventurous or less 
burdensome than the veracity of Kant’s "humble plain man,"oreven than the 
dignitv of Kant s rational ends in tbemsehes) 

A critique of absolutism follows, and, at greater length, a critique of natur- 
alism The stream, it is argued, cannot nsc about its source, and the result 
cannot outsoar its cause, and the way is prepared for a Leibnizian monadism 
of living monads "What is matter’ It is, ph^’sics tells us. simply energy And 
what IS energ} ’ It is the expression of will or Being We can go no further 
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And whence is our idea ofenergy which gives rise to action derived? From our- 
selves, who can produce it by willing. Personality is, in its final analysis, 
simply will or cause " 

That IS the general conclusion of several lectures m which the middle work 
IS elaborated more sedulously than m most other parts of the book. I regret 
that I do not have the space to pursue it more closely here. But the end-game, 
for once, appears to be burned If the result cannot outsoar its cause, how can 
Mr. Dixon outsoar protoplasm, and how can protoplasm outsoar abiologica! 
energy ? Is anything gained by saying that all is life > Do electnc charges obey 
divine orders -when they are called by the name of life, and languish in outer 
darkness when they are called by some other name ’ Leibniz, who Dr. Dixon 
rather surpnsingly descnbes as in the mam an a po$tertoyt thmker, made 
strenuous efforts to show with a sort of metaphysical detail conjecturaUy 
harmomous with expenence that lus monads did possess perception and 
appetition. Their spirituahty, however low its degree, was therefore much more 
than nominal— or else Leihniz was wrong Despite my delight in Mr. Dixon’s 
work, I would not think of him, and he would not think of himself, as a second 
Leibniz Nevertheless, I think Mr Dixon's solution more verbal than it need 
have been bad he addressed his able and cultured mind to the differences m 
energy-patterns 

At the end of the book the One is restored to favour It has had its dnibbing, 
but It IS resplendent and eternal m art and m beauty . “In poetry and painting 
music and sculpture, the necessary and complementary character of Being and 
Becoming can be in a measure perceived and understood." "May we not say 
that the charm of all aesthetic expenence consists in this, that it, too, presents 
the storm in the golden frame of peace’ That it reconciles the opposites in the 
arrest or staying of the flux’ Nothing is there denied, nothing denied of the 
tyrannies and injustices, the frets and fevers, the injunous wrongs that tax the 
intelligence and freeze the heart Nothing is demed, all is affirmed. Yet as tune 
with its magic wand deals with the past, so the divine arts with the troubles 
of the world " In the last lecture the miracle of endless personal survival is held 
to be not less astonuhing than other indisputable miracles. Our lives are not 
alongfool’serrand to the grave "Since 1 am not prepared to believe the world 
a misery-go-rauad. a torture-chamber, a furnace of senseless affliction; since 
I am not prepared to believe the fiery, invincible soul a by-blow, a lament- 
^ prefer to put my trust in the larger vision of the poets." 

This is a moving, a gallant, and a chanmi^ book. I hope to take it down very 
often from my shelves, sometimes I admit lor the joy of its phrases but often 
for the benefit of my professional occasions. It should beguile many and be- 
muse none. This I say having reviewed it. but I envy its readers who are not 
reviewers. 

John Laird. 


Belief ««i Action By Viscount Samuel (London. Cassell & Co . I 937 - 
Pp 366 Price 7s 6d ) 

In this book Viscount Sanroel combines his admirable judgment, his vast 
expenence of affairs, his extensive acquaintance with philosophy, and his love 
for his kind into a mature, restrained, effectave, and charming volume. He calls 
1 an everyday philosophy," designing it to give a ghmpse of daylight to 
Lveryman, but it is not every day that such books appear, and if its light 
IS meant to be the hgbt of common day. that, after all. is the best mummant. 

The author s wish is to do something to remove "the mental mists that 
now confuse us. They are obdurate, he thinks, without a philosophy; so be 
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supplies one very bnefly Hjs readers, he is sure, “are only waiting to discover 
whether, by some unusual happy chance, the author has any constructive 
ideas of his oivn to offer ” He therefore offers a modestly realistic world view 
leaving its partial justification to a senes of appendices, and so proceeds to 
his "everyday” construction. Rehgion, ethics and social adjustment are his 
chief concern The great religions, in his judgment, must learn to settle their 
differences, and must also learn to accept modem "knowledge " A rehgion 
that IS content to be either geographical or obscurantist cannot be true , and 
neither mysticism nor miracle is an adequate substitute for pedestrian reason. 
He admits, however, that there is a place for "mtmtion.’' a term which he 
wisely does not define (the term has a bnndred and one philosophical meanings 
and no consistent ordinary meaning) la general, the author’s views on this 
subject show a breadth and sanity scarcely possible without a varied experi- 
ence of religion in many lands, and seldom achieved with that experience 

Alter acceptmg the fact of evil m an evolving ivorld (but refusing to counten- 
ance either pessimism or a cheap evolutionary optimism) the author deals with 
ethical principles in chapters upon "Right and Wrong" and upon the motives 
or sanctions to right Here he offers what I might call an agathetic utili- 
tanamsm (i e one that is not like Bentham's exclusively hedomstjc) The 
standard is welfare — as it would seem, actual, not probable welfare "Ideas, 
pnnciples, laws, customs, actions, are to be judged by their consequences 
They are to be accounted right if they will conduce to welfare, and wrong if 
they inll not " This statement seems obscure Does it mean that no action can 
be called nght until after the event — that is to say never, since consequences 
go on for ever > It will hardly do to say that certain classes of actions have been 
successful in the past, for to mention nothing else, conditions might change. 
Again we learn from one of the appendices that good is subjective Therefore 
welfare is subjective Therefore nght is subjective And as we have seen, it is 
also prophetic It does seem to me that further refiection might be appropnate 
in these regions 

From theory the author proceeds to application and passes m review raar- 
nage and the family, property and poverty, hberty. nationahty, and peace 
It w'oald be difficult, I think, to overpraise the balance, luciditj', and breadth, 
m a word, the wisdom of these chapters Whether Viscount Samuel is compar- 
ing the romantic fehcities of sexual freedom with the sohd social advantages 
of a monogamous umon where divorce is rare and the children ba\e a home, 
whether he is defending the British way of combming advantageous social 
expedients without making a fetish of a smgle Plan, whether he is reconciling 
freedom with disciplme, or defending the possibilities of the League of Nations, 
his discussion is as full of the rarest good sense as an egg is full of protein Any 
criticism one is disposed to make is cither mcidental or dialectical. I shall in- 
dulge in a few of these, but not before expressmg the most genuine admiration 
for about a hundred pages of the greatest vafue (which value, I hope is not 
merely subjective) 

Among the incidentals I shall mention only one It occurs at the conclusion 
of the chapter on the family, where it seems to be senously suggested that the 
children of domesticated parents will be relatively free from a ro\ing dis- 
position ID the matter of sex 

Among dialectical points I might mention the following — Admittmg (as I 
personally believe) that a nation is only an organized group of persons, and 
IS neither an additional person nor an additional entity to its compioneDt 
members so organized, it seems to me that the author assumes too easily that 
national and private moral codes cannot significantly differ (He says, e g , 
that "since national morality is nothing else than collective personal moralitj-. 
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thecond.ctofnat.o„,mayonlybeimdedbyftesa.ne„o^ 
of petsoas.- Here the rvord “X^^^tr.dehpS of det.=» ) 

inclined to assume, if he does iwrt ' 33^ed to hold also 

cntenon of nght is •eonduavehese to aelto ^he pa« a°ssame that 

of the fntoie. Let os take for eaarhple the ““ „„„ 

r, has heeo shown m the past that the 17““' pay inter- 
another does rncrease welfare Does .t ‘““r ^ b»'fl‘ “ 

national war-debts > It is sorely 7 ’' *“ “-^“SLr argument 

pnvate men neeessanly apphes to the benefit of nations me 

wonld be that welfare had resoltrf tom the P^™'" modem scale 

debts — one^Yonders "to whom Since nogrea ,.„tnpiiDW whether they 

haveeverfulMedsuchobhgations. there IS noexpeneoce^ 

or anyone did benefit by such a cooise. and It IS quite possib 

world has benefited by them repudiations, mght be. 

benefited from pnvate repudiations. The same kmd to the^case of 

apphed (mth a better chance of a certain ) am not mung 

the prevalent treaty-breakmg of modem posMvar S^tes, a VisSunt 

to pve the answer 1 am suggesting, however, that in 
Samuel’s cntenon. the answer cannot be as simple as I ^ philosophy 
In his appendices Viscount Samuel mamtams (fl) that a reaUstw ptal 
of the external world is more satisfactory than any ^ + mattei" 

are subjective, (c) that mmd "oflers to philosophy a attack on 

from matter, (if) that the modem mdetenmnists have 
the pnnciple of causality, (e) that causation apphes «aivertaUy to ^0 ^ 
as to matter He is lucid and careful in each of these, but has. I t 
lively interest m the last two than m the others Each of them is ^ted c 

fauly, and in a manner abreast with the time Hence it is “ jj 

has allowed himself some loose statements. Thus in what should bav 
initial definition of causahty we read —"We find and 

things do follow upon others, and we choose to call the earher one 
the later ones eSects, the fact of the sequence we call the 

reviewer said about Keats. "This wiU never do " Again on p 30 ® ^ 
amazing statement that “we know (itahcs mme) that nowadays, in ^ 
tion of forty million in England and Wales, not fewer than one hun ? ^ of 
and not more than one hundred and thirty persons iviU be the 
murder m any given year ’’ The ridiculous reason for this ndicu ous p 

isthatthenumberofconPtr/ioKsformurderhasexceededahundxed or . 

two consecutive years after 1914 and has been less than a hundre 
from 1928 onwards although it mvanably exceeded a hundred and tti y 
1914 to 1927 inclusive 


Towards a Religious PMlosophy ByW G de Burgh (London- Macdonald* 
Evans 1937 Pp xix + 260. Price los ) 

In these days when we are being assured in certain authoritative 
that all metaphysical speculapon is merely sound without sense, an 
Christian theism in particular is widely regarded as an outmode w y 
thinking which merely survives rather than is really alive to-day, 
refreshing to meet with a restatement of theistic philosophy as unrepen 
and challengmg as that of Professor de Burgh He disclaims any at emp 
construct a religious philosophy," but that is just the charactens ic 
self-depreciation, for in this country thinkers are nearly alwnj’s m 
reluctant to admit that they are venturing on constructive speculation. 
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book w e have at any rate something more than a shrewd surv ey of the ground 
and a clearing away from the site of much impeding rubbish And the reader 
IS made to feel that, whether or no the argument is convincmg throughout. 
It never sounds the note of apology or defensive compromise The author is 
(as one would expect) from first to last occupied inth canynng the war mto 
the enemy’s country 

The fact that the book is made up of twelve essays, many of which have 
previously appeared m periodicals, mevitably impairs its unity of texture, 
though, as the author claims, the chapters are all “directed to a single pur- 
pose ■' But if there are repetitions and new begmnmgs, by way of compensation 
each chapter makes thereby the more pointed onset and eSect 

Beginning with a defence of the wider view of reason as includmg mtuition 
and faith as w ell as the processes of logical inference. Professor de Burgh goes 
on to consider the relation between metaphysical and religious knowledge 
and inwhatsense the twomay be brought togetherma''rehgious philosophy " 
Such a philosophy would be excluded if metaphysics were committed to a 
purely immanentist theory, and accordingly' he discusses next two forms of 
“immaaentism” in the doctrines of Spinoaa and the neo Idealism of Gentile, 
in order to show the inadequacy' of a pure doctrine of 'Tmmanence ’’ He then 
proceeds, “by way of selective illustration to show how a religious philosophy 
would answer certaui questions of primary' importance,” vti those of Time, 
the World-Order, and Cosmic Teleology The relation of morahty to religion 
IS next discussed, and the latter is claimed to be essentially tktoria rather 
than practice, 1 e the know [edge of God The three coccludmg essays develop 
the contrast between the two forms of humanism, the theocentnc and the 
anthropocentnc or secular The attempt to derive an adequate ideal m terms 
of the concept of “self realization.” which has been so prominent in the 
idealist tradition, is then exammed it is shown that this gives no sufficient 
alternative to a frankly other-worldly humanism Finally the whole argument 
is brought to bear upon the predicament of the present generation After a 
diagnosis of our contemporary malaise and the “menace of unreason,” which 
in one form or another is to-day of such grave import, the author urges that 
« hat is needed is a reconstruction i/i a oew and h tiog form (tins is emphasized) 
of the theocentnc world vuew which gave medieval Chnstianity its sanity and 
stability, but to which in its older form there can be no return In all this 
we have certainly more than mere “prolegomena,'’ as the author too modestly 
would call his work 

Being as I am in close agreement with Professor de Burgh's standpoint and 
general approach. I can only be grateful to him for the admirable ngour 
and clant) of his exposition and the efiectiveaess of his vindication He 
would be the first to admit that his argument traverses some very famihar 
ground the defender of theism is debarred from startling novelty in the 
matterof his conclusions, thougbhemav— as here be certainly does — requicken 
an old argument or shed new light upon familiar affirmations 

The title of the book is, I think, an unfortunate misnomer WTiat Professor 
de Burgh is commending to os is clearly not a religious philosophy, nor ev en 
a theistic philosophy, but a Christian philosophy, and I think it would have 
been better to hav e put this bev ond question in the title For though he pro- 
fesses a more comprehensive aim (p 36), one remams perplexed in spite of 
the discussion in the third chapter what precisely a "religious” philosophy “in 
general” IS Is it a philosophical system (or quest) which takes rehgion senously 
as an experience which cannot be simply ignored or explained away’ That 
gives a much less specific programme than we require materialism would 
perhaps be the only type of philosophy necessarily excluded Or is it a 
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philosophy which accepts as well grounded certain claims to non-sdentific 
knowledge about a transcendent realitj’ (God) and seeks to correlate these in 
one interpretation with our ‘ secular" expenence^ But the difficulty here is 
that so far as I can see there is no such agreement as Professor de Burgh 
imphes between the content of such rehgious beliefs and claims even among 
the "higher religions " Buddhism, for instance, has been called a religion 
lacking any doctrine of God And has a religious philosophy which is com- 
mitted to a doctrine of Ma\ a any leallv essentia! commumty intb tjiat which 
IS here expounded or commended ^ It is fairly obtnous that in Professor 
de Burgh's hands the term religion is intended to, or at least tends to. exclude 
any form of Pantheism and that it is not \erv hospitable to certain forms of 
Theism Is it, for mstance. true of every high religion (including, e g. Islam) 
or e\ en of even tvpeofCimstianbchef.thatit ‘findsnocontradiction between 
(God s) all-embracmg pro\ndence and man's relative independence" (p m) ? 
Or that ' the feligiom consciousness draws its life from the assurance of 
Eternal Lose as the ground of all that hies and moies^ And remembering 
the many ■varieties of even Christian experience, can we believe (p I2i) that 
contentment and harmony of temper ’ so signallv distmgmsh "rehgious 
men and women" ’ 

Spinoza’s philosophy was a reJjgioMs one in a genuine sense of the term, 
though anything but a CAruhan one U on our waj "towards a religious 
philosophy ‘ we have to pass Spinoza by, it can onlv be because it is la the 
latter sense that we use the tern 

On Spinoza Professor de Burgh is all the more coavmcing because he 
responds so strongly to the elevation and greatness of the man But he is 
surely misusing terms when he speaks of Spmoza’s ‘ God’s love toward men 
and the minds intellectual love towards God axe one and the same" as 
meaning that God "is able to reciprocate men s knowledge and love" (p 6d)« 
or that sentimus expsrtmurqne nos' acfernos esse means that “Spinoza's way 
of hie culminates m personal fmitioD " For a inonist hie Spinoaa wifi/oaifton 
and personal fruition are precisely what must be rejected 
It 18 a mystery to some of us whv a doctrine so extravagant as that of 
Gentile and bis school has been on the whole treated with such consideTation 
But If the theoty had to be criticized at such length this could not hav e been 

done more eSectively than It is done here It is excellently said (p 91) that 

phUosophies of pure immanence (subjectivism*) have a ■way of relegatmg 
to the realm of appearance what, on theur theory of reahtv* could never 
conceivably appear ■■ 

On a later page (p 170), however. Professor de Burgh seems to come near 
to toe position he quotes from Gentile ("without evul. no good"; the spirit 
n^ding Its non-being "as the flame has need of the combustible"). "Where 
there IS no conflict," he sa>s, "there is no longer a place for moral action ’’ 
IS ou ess true that, as Anstotle saw, where there is fnendahip there is 
o nee or justice, no need lor any ^temol guaranteed rights But unless 
e sacn ce or another is not "moral action" the opportunity for moral 
/■• cwse so long as transactions between agents are possible 

not suSer euthanasia" m its "csjmplete victory,” as flame does 
over ue or it is superordinate to evil, not co-ordinate with or correlative 
to It. as Gentile (and Heraklwtus before him) holds 

I have dwelt too long on minor criticisms and will add but one more 
Stoicism IS rather too unsj-mpathetically dismissed It -was. after all, a religion 


te plurality of persons 
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as well as a philosophical sjstem The Stoic faith in Cosmopohs was not an 
anthropocentnc humanist conception, and it might have been gi\en some 
credit for the breakmg of the "closed society" of humanist ethics 

But m general lack of sjTnpathy is the last charge that can be brought 
agamst the author His apparatus of learning is formidable and his sur\’ey 
panoramic And m his last chapters he shows himself wise in his prescription 
as well as acute in his diagnosis If these are m truth but prolegomsna, it is 
to be hoped that the mam logos wiD follow without undue delaj' 

J W Harvey 


Valtie and Etktcal Objeciiiity a Study tn Elhtcal Objectnily and the ObjectiiUy 
of Value By Gordon S Jlr\ (London George Alien dt Lnwnn, Ltd , 
^937 Pp 258 Price 7s 6d j 

Jlr Jury's book is an interesting study of the present position of ethics and 
of Its relation to theory’ of value His general object ma\ be said to be that of 
maintaining the autononay of ethics — its independence of metaphj sics on the 
one side and of psy’chology and sociology on the other He begins with a rather 
general survey of recent currents of thought about ethics and aiciologj, and 
settles down in his second chapter to an attempt which is one of the most 
interesting tbmgs in the book, to classify ethical theories on a new principle, 
via on the ground of the relation asserted by them to exist between ethical 
and other values He recognizes three tvpes of theory, the inclusive, the 
restrictive, and the exclusive "By the Inclusive Theory is meant the view that 
the field of ethical inquiry is co-extensive with that of Axiology though its 
emphasis is focused upon certain values which it investigates with special 
exactness ’* (p 49) This view is subdivided into tvro kinds (a) that vvhich 
rests on purely axiological grounds without metaphysical implications, and 
(6) that which rests on axiological grounds with metaphysical implications 
On the first view no difiereoce 10 kinds oi value is recogmzed, the notion of 
goodness or value being regarded as a simple one The vanous groups of v alu- 
able things are characterized by non-axiological charactenstics, eg we may 
recognize excellences of character or of conduct as a separate set of valuable 
things, marked off not by having a different kmd of value but just by being 
excellences of character or of conduct — though at the same time it may’ be held 
that to different groups determined bv non-axiologicai characteristics determi- 
nate places in the scale of value belong, e g that excellences of character or of 
conduct rank abov e all other v aluable things This view is further characterized 
by the fact that ethics is held to be identical with the study of v alue in general 
Prof Moore is taken as representativ e of this view , and Viof b rban as repre- 
sentativ e of the inclusive view u lih metaphysical implications 

Tkerestnct!\e\iewisd€&nod as tbe\tew "that laoral \ alue is restricted to 
values of a specific class because of a principle of intensional division within 
value Itself ■ (p 64), Prof Hartmann being cited as representativ e of this view, 
with his distinction of situational values as differentia kind from moral v alues, 
though necessary for the very existence of moral values rinally, the exclusive 
view IS defined as that which limits "the field of ethical enquiry to moral, 
values stnctly interpreted as having to do with personal character and conduct 
on the ‘inner’ side alone (p 75), of this view Kant is cited as repre<entative 
The classification is, I think, an onginal one, and it is worth following up 
The next chapter is, in effect, a cntimsin of recent views which reduce the 
meaning of ethical terms like "good ’ to statmg the existence of certain sub- 
jectiv e attitudes either on the part of the individual who judges something to 
begood, oron thepart of thesocicty towhichhebelongs Mr Jury makesmany 
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tjTcal. "If wbat .s meant by an b “comparatively bttle donbt 

feelmg tmvaid some object “ ^ analysis tvonld be the means 

as to ^bat that attitude is , at least Psychological aM l^i ^ 

of dealmg vitb doubts of this kind to have attitudes 

true ethical judgments IS not scepticism legi^ng ^ 

toivatd objects or his ability to these, there is some 

attitudes It tests upon the asaumphon that yi „ 

objectiie fact i. uhicb the ethical «tab is ‘o b a 

(p 871 'The tendency to subjectivism in ethical theoiy jj^ns of an 

general natural fallacy, that of making the object as it is 

object s being '"peiienced at all ^rts^tb^ suspLted, is the ueakness of 
given m eapenence (p. Qo) This, it “y f^ioal chaiactenstics have 

natniahstic ethics uheie natuiul concomitants of etb.^^^^^ 
been taken as defimng those ethic^ ^^-er' have been knovm to be 

failure to lecogmie the fact that ;'>'y,''““ "d „otTnu»p^^ 

concomitants o! ethical characteristics I e m-o an interesting classi- 

from their naturahstic definition" (p ‘®3) On pp j ^tlucal 

fication of vierrs with respect to the objectivity or subjectivity 

’“S"e“.XS: on the uu.iju.ness of ethical »P»i‘-^X*the““a«» 
wth defending the view, which seems obviously right, are to be 

of their predicates and not of their subjects that ^ ^ tion that MiU 

recognized Incidentally I note on p »««« 

his famous argument for hedonism n-as not supposing t ^ proposi- 

the same thing as "desued." but was tacitly fuming ^ 

tion that what is umversaUy desired must be desirable. Th ^^Qg^tion m 
on p 133 an interesting classification of the various kinds of p op 
which ethical terms occur «« "the meaning 

I have left myself no space to wnte about the later chapters, o _ 

of ethical terms,” “the fonnal a pnon and the a pnon ^ enough to 

ideal and the characterization of the actual , bull hope I ha . .vgsenfho 

show that Mr. Jury's book is worthy of the serious attention of all 

are interested in the foundations of ethics 


Reality and Value By A Campbeli. Garnett (London George AUen & 
Unwin, Ltd 1937 Pp 320 Price 12s fid. net) 

The rnam theme of this work, developed m a closely ^^^2 if 

difficult to ahndge, is value, but it will conduce to an . Ptiisteino- 

the leading term is seen to be pafwe expewunce. Because of ^ _ more 

loeical discussion which occupies the pre l i minar y chapters is price in 

than merely mcidental, for it is concerned with an anal^« o ^^^p^rtant 
its most general character and thus provides results which have .. jjjg SeU 
bearing on the mam theme This analysis is followed by a chap ° 

and the World” of high metaphysical constructiveness sh^g 

diverse elements revealed by analysis are concretely related, assi'^ning 

influence of Professor WTutehead and modem science ^ p^d— 

to Time what some may suspect to be a somewhat formerly 

an bistoncal curiosity this — the ifile of pnjiciptMw tndtvtd 

attributed by philosophers to space. There ensues a biectivity. 

issuestbathavetobefacedinconnectionwiththenot^ofva an 

obhgation. standards, scales of value, and so on. The work 

106 



NEW BOOKS 


e xamina tion of the three tiaditionaDy accepted intrinsic -v-alnes — ^tmth, 
beaut}-, and moral \-alue, regarding the status of which there might have been 
more criticism 

In the pre liminar y general analysis of expenence the author's aim is to 
elucidate the ultimate data and to clarify the concepts necei.»ary to mahe the 
world mtelligible to thought m order to establish the reality of x-alne expenence 
and to show that the means are provided for mterpreting such experience 
Not merely are the ultimate data found to be sensa, space, and \'alue, space 
being cognized mdependently of but along with and not merelv through 
sensa, but also the knot tied so firmly by Hume is undone bv the simple 
expedient of insisting that more is gi\en than Hume admitted, namely an 
mtnition of motion or of the spatial dj-nanuc character of the ph%-sical world, 
and a direct awareness of the self as essentially conation, acnsrty, or aform 
of will, and thereby an mtmtional basis is found for the important categories 
which prondc the logical framework for an inferential knowledge, on the 
one hand, of phi-sical structure, and on the other, of mental structure 
The result rele\-ant to the mam theme is that i-alue expenence is fonnd to be 
just as real as other kmds of expenence. real signifying “to be what it appears 
to be" and to be capable of maintaining its appearance upon closer and 
clearer inspection and fuller knowledge, and value itself is objecti\ e pnmanlv 
in the sense that it is the object of an act of awareness object and act being 
the two poles of any expenence. and. as such an object, it is an inherent 
quality of perspectites This idea of \alue as a quahtt and this idea of per* 
spectites protide the matenal for further mterpretation, value as a qoality 
afiects the will in such a way as to become a laltJii}, an obligation, the idea 
of value as a quabtN of pe r spee m es — an idea expressit e of an analogt' much 
emphasized by the author, between sensa and value^data — senes to explain 
the t anability and seeming snbjecQtity of ^'alue5 and raises a question con- 
cerning the general condiQous afiecong the talues of perspecQNes and the 
specific conditions afieenng the perspecot es concerned The thesis formulated 
and elaborated in reference to this question is that “value expenence an»es 
as the mutual efiect of the operation of a primary and a subsidiary wiU " 
This is a solution in terms closely akm to idealism, and will seem to some at 
least a \ery inadequate and logically unnecessitated conclusion to the recog- 
mtioD of the position that the values of perspectives are conditioced and 
that values are cot maintained or attained unless their conditions are 
fulfilled 

The difficulties and complications peculiailv associated with the term value 
require the author to make u»e of bis own termmologx he diitmguiahes between 
value and vaJue-potentiality, between "are values" and "ha\ e v alue.' between 
“are intrinsic values ’ and “have intrinsic value, ’ between \-alue asquahty 
and \ alue as validity Bat these disticcoons do cot remov e the dificulties and 
obscurities ixom his theory The contention that value has a status as an 
independently real feature of the objective world, unafiected by the fact that 
we do not perceiv e it or feel it. there bemg such a tbmg as psj dne blindness 
to value as to other data is not easy — to express the matter cauuonslj because 
the connection may be v ery elusiv e — to reconcile with the rejection of Professor 
G E Moore’s view that value exists independentJv of anyone’s awareness 
of It or with the declaration that there is no value unless a person is conscious 
of It The proposition that value is concretely realized only in actual expenence 
or that consciousness alone has value as content, all other things bavmg value 
onh as a potentiality, as a capaaty for afectmg value expenence. is capable 
of diverse interpretations and if such a proposition is considered along with 
the notion of ‘obfigatioa to the realization of values ’ and the cotioa of value 
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as "iviat ongM to be.” one mteiptototion to vthich they aU point U that 

nhatisvslnahleisftpetienmisorhenigeooseioiis 

Keveitheless. m spite ol these *iEcnlt.es a^. it 
at. ward grammatical constnictions. snob as “'tf 

value evpeiience arise Irom making the pinsmt. etc (p. ai6) and ^ Item i 
anothei salne makes its appeaiance" (p 306). the book 1 . tvoit S “ * 
on an mipeitant snb)ect, and, on the other hand, a 
that IS largely realist, especially in its epudemology, that ' 

a central tenet of ideahsm and yet ends mth an ontology ata to id^sa 
and mth an ethical proposition that coincides mth one ennnciated by BMey, 
- - - seem to ttose ■who cling to 


Y^hate\er strange ofisprmg ol tbe brain it may 


nmd lines of demarcation between pbilosophtes cannot £ail to be | 

to-dav because of the growing tendency it reveals m contempora^ p ^ J 
and to be stimulating because ol the high effort at svmthesis which it - 
fests Those who. noting that specific propositions can claim to be esta 
bv difierent, esen opposing, philosophical arguments, find questions o 
in their minds about the rele\'ance of such arguments at all to the 
reached may obtain some answer to their doubts in the conclu ^ . 

of the author m which he stresses tbe important beanng of a philosopm 
argument upon the significance concreteness, and definiteness of * 


Tfc# Pofifteol Aspect 0/ K^ftgtoMS Dnehpment By the Rev. E. ’ 

MA.DLitt (London John Heritage. Tbe Umcom Press, Ltd 1937 * 

Pp X3CV + 274 Price los. fid ) 

This IS in some waj-s an able and interesting bool, in others a liisappointa^ 
and even imtatmg one. and it would be dif&cult to determine whether 1 
merits outweigh its defects, or ttce trrsa Tbe title would lead one 
an impartial histoncal account of the infiuence ol politics on religion; * 
IS rather a polemic argument lor a rebgion which nil! draw its conttn 
from, and give value to, life as the man of to-day experiences and appreew 
It The term polutes seems to be used m tbe wider sense of social 
and the word religion is for the most part confined to the Chnsttan. as 
writer has only vague allusions to others As he is described as the Rector 0 
Marchwiel, one would expect that his treatment would be from the ChJisb^ 
standpoint but, while be indulges m very sei'cre coadenmation of ^ 
Christian Church, he does not maVe clear how far be does accept the common 
creed of Christendom , and he writes as il in lehgion there were only bumM 
discovery and not divine disclosure. The word rev elation does not occur m 
tbe index He demes the antonomous character of religion, and mahM > 
dependent on secular changes “It was the pobtical changes that came firs , 
religious changes came afterwards” Jp 17) The impression which the In 
duction gave me was that religion should be the product of the elan tw - 
Tbe last paragraph confirms this impression. '*\Ve hav e now come to the 
of our task \Vhat we have tned to show is that religion is hie, and We is 
religion There is no gnlf fixed between heaven and earth, between God ^ 
man, between the spiritual and the material Each is formative of the 
Furthermore, the formative processes through which reality shapes itse 
under the hands of God and man are historical through and through VTh^ 
therefore, we look back upon tbe history of man aud trace his endeavours 
arrive at fulness of life through pobtical jmri social striving, we are at 
same tune tracing his rehgious dev-eloptaent. In and through bis 
ideals man's religious ideals take form, become clear, and move towards the 
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reali2ation As we look at the present and forward into the future we see 
how the vast changes taking place to-day, and the intense stnving to create 
political and social principles which shall be adequate to control the greater 
fulness of life to which the present is gi^nng birth, are having a profound 
influence upon religion Religion and the world are being brought into intimate 
relationship with each other, and rehgion is being called upon to renew itself 
at the fire of life and to arise like the phoemx from its ashes” (pp 266-7) 
It 15 no injustice to the author to say that historical Chnstianity, as the 
Christian Church conceives it, cannot be fitted into this framework ivithout 
loss of what is distinctive of it. Revelation, Incantation, Redemption, and 
that his doctnne of God tends towards, if it is not identical with, the divme 
msus of Alexander's philosophy, or pantheism The conceptions of trans- 
cendence, supernatural, miracle are ftweign to his thought In thinking of 
God as Creator "man is seeking to give to all that happens mthm the universe 
an inward bond of unity the same in kind, though inhnitely greater m extent, 
as that which enables him to bind together all the events taking place witlim 
his ©"Ti life and for nhicb he himself is responsible” (p 157) 

1 am not m these pages writing as a Christian apologist, and am neither 
praising nor blaming the author for ofienog ao alternative, however \ ague 
he lea\es it, ioi historical Chnstianity I could have read with interest and 
appreciation an unprejudiced and persuasive argument but what has tned 
my patience is that the author indulges 10 generalities nbich have just 
enough truth in them to be misleading, and 10 quite obvious misstatements 
A political source is assigned to Chnstiamty "In the matter of His moral 
teaching, and m the matter of His religious claims, and in the matter of His 
miracles, Christ did not stand out high above the finer minds of His times 
\Vhere He did stand out infinitely above any thinkers either Jewish or 
heathen or Roman or Greek "as id His poLttcai thought ' (p 15) I^Tiat 
then was His political thought^ "Not only did Chnst express His hatred of 
the nch. He detested and expressed His detestation of the whole political 
and social scheme whereby nches and poverty came into existence He 
also waged a bitter warfare against the money kings of those days” (p 21) 
Any competent New Testament scholar, however modem, would simply be 
amused at so inadequate a statement On pages 56 and 57 Christ's divinity, 
resurrection, and exaltation seem to be unequivocably stated, but the phrase 
in the Index, "His assumption of Divinity," opens the door to doubt whether 
the author is stating facts which he himself beheves, or is expoundmg the 
beliefs of the Early Church If the former, the account of Chnst s supenonty 
must appear still more inadequate if the latter, he would be more consistent 
with the account of religion than the Introduction would lead one to expect, 
and the last paragraph of the book indicates This is the crucial test 

The account of Luther gives undue prominence to his political thought, 
and Ignores what was destructive of him He is excused for denouncing the 
Peasants' War The statement that "princes ought to rule id the temporal 
sphere and ecclesiastics in the spiritual” is grotesque in view of his reliance 
on "godly pnnees” to set the churches m order (pp 70. 71) Calvin's depen- 
dence on Zwingle and Luther is ignored The charge that Calvm "was not 
slow to take advantage of a umque opportunity for a man of strength 
to make himself dictator is in flagrant contradiction to his reluctance to 
take the position of leadership, for which Farvel recognized his fitness The 
statement about his religious creed” as living on only "in remote parts of 
Scotland and Wales but not m Switzerland will be read with interest in all 
these countries which arc witnessing a revival of Calvinism (pp 74-5) As 
a Nonconformist who may claim to be at the very centre of its progressive 
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interests and activities, I read with snrpnse this estimate. "NonconJormity 
stands bewildered and helpless and despairing in a world it cannot understand 
in the least" (p 123) The recent conferences of the Chnstian Churches are 
a refutation of the libels on all the Chnstian Churches in which the author 
indulges 

The second part is on the whole very much better than the first, and 
contains some valuable discussions of science, history, and rehgion, although 
the last three chapters fall below the level of the preceding six The author's 
epistemology seems to he a combination of sensationahsm and pragmatism, 
and it shows a lack of discnmmation to mclode Kant with Hegel and Fichte 
m one condemnation In seeking to verify my references I have discovered 
how defective the Index is 1 have not directed my cnticisrns against the 
author’s own positive conclusions, bnt against the senous defects of his 
method of argument, of which 1 have given only a few instances The author 
has certainly not observed the golden rule of doing unto others as he would 
be done unto I accept his contention that rehgions development is and must 
be afiected by the environment, but he exaggerates the primary importance 
of what he calls "the pohtical aspect ” 

A E GAR^^E• 


Tftougkl and Reahty Hegehantsm and Adiatta By P T Raju, M A , Ph.p. 
(Calcutta), Sastn (Government Sanskrit College, Benares), Lecturer in 
Philosophy Andhra University Foreword by J H Mcirhead, LL.D , 
FBA (London George Allen & Unwin, Ltd 1937. Pp 285. Price 
xos 6d) 

la one of his claas-lectuies Hegel expressed his opinion of Indian idealism 
la the following not very complimentary way "Individuality, indeed, is 
elevated to personality, but the power unfolds wildly enough as inconsistency 
of the passing over to the opposite. t« are tn a realm of unbridled madness 
(wit befinden uns auf einem Boden rugelloser Veirucktbeit) where the com- 
monest presence is directly raised to (the status of) something divine and the 
substance is imagmed as existing in finite form, and no less immediately what 
has form is sublimated into the formless ”■ 

The sources on which this yudgement is based must be the same translations 
and essays on Indian philosophy which were then available in Europe and at 
the same time or little later evoked the enthusiasm of Hegel’s contemporary 
and antagonist Schelling, asofW von Humboldt They were few but included 
already both the Bhagavadgita (London. 1785, Bonn. iB23)and tbeUpanishads 
(Strassburg, iSor— z, Latm translation from a Persian translation) This shows 
bow utterly unable Hegel was to find in Indian thought anything congenial to 
him But then, next to nothing can bave been known to him of the systematic 
Indian philosophy, and it is hardly possible to beheve that he would have up- 
held his sweeping condemnation, had he become acquainted, e g with the 
Sankhya-kJnJca (1837) or with Sankara's famous commentary on the Brah- 
masutras (1851 first incomplete, 1887 first complete translation) 

For Hegel philosophy is the saenc* of the Absolute, and it is the very same 

thing, viz feraAma'iitdya.forSankata AndHegelis.oratleastwasuntilrecently. 

paramount in English philosophy Sufficient inducement, then, for Indians 
to try a companson of the two This is, of course, possible only within narrow 
limits, and the task is no easy one It has, however, been earned through m a 
really scientific manner by the author of the book before us He has the double 
qualification required for it a sound knowledge of both Indian and Western 

• Gt^ammaieWerke, 1932, vol xu.p. 440 TtansJsUoa outs, also italics 
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methods, and, though acquainted with Hegel from translations only and works 
on his system, may be said to have made himself thoroughly familiar with him 
An interesting feature of the book has thus become the combined use made 
therem, agamst Hegel and theHegehans, of the critical apparatus of Western 
philosophy and the instruments, as supphed by Snharsha and others, of 
Indian dialectics 

The book IS inscnbed "To my teacher Professor Sir S Radhaknshnan,” and 
the author’s aim in \mtmg it has been "the cJanhcation of Sankara’s philo- 
sophy in the hght of Western systems, so that it may be made the basis of 
logic" (p 253), le "ofthelogicofsopra-rational Absolutism" (p 11) Ithasfive 
parts (with up to twelve chapters each) entitled respectively "The Absolute as 
a Coherent System," "The fh^iblem of Negation." "The Problem of Truth," 
"The Self and the Jlmd.” and “The Philosophical Method," and in each of 
these we are being led Jrom Hegel through Bradley to Sankara Bradley has 
been chosen not so much as the greatest British Hegehan but because "of all 
the great Hegchans or Neo-Kantians Bradley comes nearest to Sankara” 
(p 254), vir. through his “fundamental view that thought is inadequate to 
reahty" (p. 254) 

The foUowing very incomplete survey roust suffice for giving an idea of the 
comprehensiveness of this important work Part / (eight chapters) is engaged 
in explaining that the Absolute cannot be the Infinite as understood by Hegel . 
can be no organism nor a system of individual selves , cannot be conceptual or 
logical, can have no manifestation of something new, and cannot be djmamic 
Part II (five chapters) discusses Hegel’s appbcation, to the Absolute, of his 
principle of negation, further the meaning of negation and of difierence, etc , 
and denies (ivith the Advaita) that negation has any ontological validity 
Part III (twelve chapters) Identity of the nature of truth and reahty Cn- 
tenum of thing to be based on its nature Defectiveness of the coherence and 
the correspondence view Status of the object of illusion, error wrongly 
believed by Hegelians to be absorbed b>’ reality Necessity to admit the 
pnnciple of inexplicabihty {mSyS, avidyS) advocated by Sankara Non-contra- 
diction ivTongly identified with coherence Truth as its own cntenum Um- 
versals not CBtologic&Uy real So<iistinctton to be drawn between existence and 
reality The objects of our knowledge are not ultimately real, but they are not 
mere ideas (Sankara’s realistic idealism). Part IV (five chapters) Hegel's 
conceptual thinking explained and cnticizcd, thought lifted to real Absolute 
Knowledge must disappear Alind is not the Self, and intellect not the only 
form of expenence . at the bottom of thought there is intuition through which 
alone the supra rational and supra-relational Absolute can be experienced (m 
Self consciousness) not of course, as identitj-. but as non-difierence, for 
"intuition is that consciousness 10 which distinctions are not found " "Intel- 
lect cannot exist without intuition" and may serve as a corrective of intuition, 
but '■'existence is known only through intuition "Part V (three chapters) the 
mo\ung pnnciple of the transcendental (^philosophical) method is the pnn- 
ciple of non-contradiction. not that of coherence Limits of syllogistic reasoning 
Defence, against G W Cunningham, of the argument a conlinginlta tnundi 
Defects of Hegel's method his thesis and antithesis are not contradictories, 
not e\en contranes, but difierents, the lower categones cannot be deduced 
from the higher the Absolute as also the individual, is not coherence but inte- 
grality — After this there is still a "Conclusion" (pp 245-274) which is really 
an Appendix consisting of supplementary- notes (as on the defectiveness of 
the dialectic as a process of life, on Sankara and Plotinus, etc ) hurriedly 
arranged in nine chapters wnthout title and not bearing throughout the stamp 
of mature consideration which distinguishes the bodv of the work 


III 



PHILOSOPHY 


Turning logic into metaphysics is not wholly unknown in Indian philosophy, 
yet not more than a tendency to it can he pointed out, as e g. in the incon- 
sistent pluralistic realism oi the Kyaj*a-Vai 5 eshiVa system. On the other hand, 
the idea of the Absolute as a system or an organic whole, though absolutely 
rejected by Sankara whoallousnodistxnctionirhatevermit, not even tbatof 
substance and attnbute, is familiar enough to Indian philosophy. Ramanuja, 
e g , holds that souls and matter* are the "body” of God stretched forth, as it 
were, out of him and withdrawn agam to its “subtle” condition in an endless 
senes of cosmic "days” and "nights ” But God being perfect, here as in every 
Indian sj'stem that has room for him, manifestation is but the ever repeated 
diiiita comedia (Ilia ”pla> ' ) without the production of anything really new,* — 
which shows the contrast to Hegel s Infinite always remaining in a process of 
accomplishment A conscious ^If is not, as might appear from our book, 
universally assumed in India It is most emphaticaUj* denied already in a 
late Upatushad where (Mandokya-Up 7) the Absolute is defined as “neither 
inwardly conscious nor outwardly conscious nor bothwise conscious; not a 
mass of consciousness, 3 neither conscious not unconscious (torpid)”, and in 
both the Nj a> a and the Munamsa svstems consciousness is a mere accidental 
attnbute of the soul which disappears completely in Liberation Let us re- 
member also that the most ardent admuer of Ankara in the West, viz. the 


late Professor Deussen of Kiel University', felt compelled to state with regreti 
that Sankara has been unable to resist the widely spread anthropocentric behef 
that the ''lanennost being of man and of the world, the Brahman, the Pnaciple, 
the Deity could have some similarity or analogy or identity with what we find 
to abide 'behind man's silly forehead' as consciousness, as thought, as spirit.” 
It 13 in this way, indeed, viz as some higher kind of consciousness, that the 
Absolute is understood by the large majority of Indian thinkers, including 
Sankara (and even the commentators of the Upanisbad quoted above), and 
also by Hegel But vvhile for the latter it is even rational, it is supra-rational 
for Sankara and for our author For, says Dr Raju, we have nifutfioit which 
alone gives us the idea of eicistence opposing thought (p 812), and the highest 
form of intuition is Self<on 3 Ciousnesssexpenence of the Absolute (p stS). 
Now, this IS certainly a correct interpretation of Sankara's standpoint, and we 
agree with Dr Raju that out idea of persistent, identical things is not a mere 
fiction of the intellect for the purposes of life, as held by Bergson (and the 
German \ italists), but rests on an intuition that precedes reason and points 
to a reality which is just the opposite of Time But we do not see the force 
of the argument (p 200) that this reality cannot be unconscious and therefore 
must be supra rational — for, is not supra consciousness one more possibility? 
—and. on the other hand, find it difficult to believe that those who pretend 
to have bad direct experience of it (as, e g Plotinus) hav e actually succeeded 
in descending to the deepest depth of our being ^Ve do not mean to say that 
the idea of such experience is absurd It is not so, because, even adnuttmg 
duabty m intuition, the Absolute, being necessarily present in both the subject 
and the object of our ordmaiy experience (as there can be nothing outside 
the Absolute), may as well at any tune also, and occasionally o«(j. be in an 
analogous way conscious of itseU aithont the accompanymg empirical con- 
sciousness e cannot know what is possible or impossible for a supra-rational 
‘ alone, as stated (by an (Rasight, no doubt) on p 56 of our book, 

tm “‘’“'sted sou] trom the cjde o{ birtbs bemg merely the realiration of 10 


• “Mass (CT Lu^) of conscKrasoess*’ (FramSiia-ghan 
descnpCion of the Absolute understood as pure ^nsao^oe 
■‘unified 


s, m the older Upanisbads, » 
i which subject and object art 


4 AUsemtincGeschichleder PMhisoplue.xo'l l.partz.p tzi- cf Sislsm dts VedonUti FP 
145-146. 
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integrality the breaking up of which into the form of subject and predicate 
(■'the rose is red") can be only doe to the process of twaya (p. 70) This process 
by which the Absolute assumes the forms has been styled vwaria, which term, 
meaning also "illusion, ’’ is used in contradistinction to parinama “trans- 
mutation/’ V12 of God into the world in the pantheistic systems, as to any 
system trying to explain by causation the relation of the Absolute to the world. 
It therefore does not mean any imaginable process at all, but points to the 
Absolute as that which transcends rest and movement as any relation we can 
think of. All of the many objections raised to the theory by Indian philo- 
sophers and constantly renewed until to-day are therefore futile. They “carry 
the contradictions of the lower level to the higher" (p 85) by ignonng the 
absurdity of an explainable Absolute There exists, as seems to me, something 
akm to vivarta in Western thought, viz the “creation from nothing’* of 
Christian theology and its philcfiophical echo in Scotus Engena and the 
German mystics 

Our author concludes his work with two small paragraphs on the idea of 
freedom in the Advaita He might have been more explicit here as to the 
problem oifree-wtll which he merely bmts at with the words "Because of this 
freedom." viz of the Absolute, “there is inexphcabihty in the world " Sankara 
seems to have nowhere dealt with it (except from bis “lower" !=tbeologicdl 
point of view, VIZ m bis comment 00 BiahmasQtra H, 3, 41-42), but would 
probably agree with the following We are, as the transrelational Absolute, 
free from willing, and, as will, subject to causality, but by projecting our 
feeling of absoluteness { 3 tma pratyaya) to the will (which as part of the anicth- 
Aarawa or psychical apparatus IS m&yi. not Sell, Olman) produce the impossible 
thing called hberum arbtirtum 

The book is practically free from mispnnts, but the tianshteration of the 
SansTcnt in the foot-notes leaves much to be desired and must in a fntute 
edition be made to acfcord with the practice followed by onentaUsts.Oap. I5^ 
(bottom) twtSvidyi should be ttkalavtdya. and “snake" (ibii ) is a lapsus for 
"rope", and on p 274 the "play of God" is erroneously attributed to the 
Upanishads 

F Otto ScMRAnsa 


Tke Focus of Eehef By A R Whatelv. M A , B D (Cambridge at the 
University Press 1937 Pp x-t-iSi Price 6s 6d net) 

This IS an interesting and valuable contribution to Christian theology, but it 
IS often difficult to read as the author does not allow himself room for an 
adequate exposition of his original ideas, and the reader often remains uncer- 
tain whether these ideas are true as weH as new. It is evident that he has been 
very strongly influenced by the theology of Karl Barth. He does not attempt 
to prove Christian theism, but assumes its truth, and then seeks to show how, 
when accepted in faith, it authenticates itself After an Introduction stating 
the subject and method, five chapters are devoted to Faith as the organ for 
receiving and responding to the reality of God as revealed in Christ . it is related 
to Will, Reason, and Intuition (a direct apprehension of truth), and to Science 
and Philosophy, Ethics and Theology All human thought remains incon- 
clusive till Faith completes it. Reason may omprehend what Faith a* 
Intuition apprehends Christian theism needs to have & focus, and that focus is 
the redemptive action of God m Christ Nine chapters are devoted to the 
exposition of this subject 

I find unsatisfactory the author’s attempt to galvanize into apparent lif® 
the doctnnes of the Fall and Ongu^ Sm as quite unnecessary for a doctrine 
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of Redemption, which can be more adeq.aately stated in modern terms His 
view of the Incarnation as an assumptioQ of a human body only seems to me 
virtually, despite his exposition, to deny the manhood of Jesus Afew sentences 
from his last chapter Retrospect attd Conclusion afford a clear summary of bis 
argument “The aim of this book has been to understand the Christian faith 
as a focused umt>’ to comroend this presentment, not by coercive demonstra- 
tion, but by releasing an intellectual intuition that, in its turn, once truly 
realized, must take control of the natural processes that assisted its emergence. 
It is OUT convnction that the whole context of the Christian meanmg of Re- 
demption IS one inclusive and mdiscerptible whole — that Redemption and 
Revelation may, from the side of either, be brought under one formula — how- 
ever httle we may have succeededm bni^ng this home even to sjunpathetic 
readers Further, we are sure (though this could not be worked out m a small 
space) that this conception gives unity to our general philosophy of life, 
reality, and knowledge by breakmg up ilhcit or provisional unities that Philo- 
sophy has formed mthm itself, and opemng out from the other side its con- 
vei^ent blind alleys” (p 178) Reason is thus subordinated to Revelation, 
reason to intuition, philosophy to tbeolog>'. Redemption is 'not only the 
focus of belief, but the clue to all reahty The argument is u orth considering 

A E Garvte 


Toiiaris the Tueniietk Century Essays tn the Spiritual History of the A»ne> 
teentk By H V RooTH, M A . D Lit (Cambridge at the University 
Press 1937 Pp x-‘-392 Price 21s) 

The False State. By Hilok D Oakeley, M A , D Lit (London ^^llhams &. 
Norgate, Ltd 1937 PP •<u-)-2ri Pnce8s) 

These ti\o books are both concerned with mdividual personality m relation 
to social structure and though the subject of one is histoncal and of the other 
pohtical, a similar predoniinaotly moral outlook is common to both 

Dr Routh deals «nth the failure of the great \'ictonans to satisfy the moral 
needs of their age he discusses the reasons for their failure, and suggests how 
the legacy of spiritual aimlessness thej left to us may be and is being o\ ercome 
The earlier part of his book is more successful than the later On the early 
\'ictonan prophets he ivntes with elaborate masterj It is an old stoiy perhaps, 
but retold freshly and with iniagioative insight HiS general conclusion is that 
they failed because they “were still hving on the inspiration of the romantic 
mo\ ement, ' and because “they tned to adjust ethics to metaphysics’’ (p 134) 
This seems to me true and important, and the whole argument of these middle 
chapters has a strong philosophical interest But I found the later ones less 
satisfactory* There are some strange omissions Thus while the ''philosophy" 
of Geoige Moore is discussed at some length, such wnters as \\ ilham Moms, 
Bernard Shaw, and H G Wells are barely mentioned Moreover there is to me 
an obvnous unfairness, and artificiality, m judging writers hke Hardy and 
Conrad in terms simply of their “message’’ . and the contrast between Hardy s 
tragic sense and the ' anti-pessimism" of the Greeks is a good deal less than 
adequate Nor can I agree with Dr Routh’sconclusion that “after a century's 
control ersy and research Physics has di^laced Idetaphysics in the quest for 
ultimate reality' (p 377). oor in his selection of J S Haldane. Jules Romains, 
and Thomas Mann as leading prophets of the new* dispensation 

Dr Oakeley s much shorter bookisaptulosopihical attack on the conception 
of the totahtanan state, and particularly the ideals of it as set forth m the 
workofMr and Mrs W ebb on Sot*irt Ctwiiumiiim Few, I hop>e, will disagree 
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with her in her dissection of this “gigantic fallacy’” which “has reduced the 
life of men and women to unreality in the present era.” It is well to insist that 
the tendency to regard the events of history as “objective spint" leads natur- 
ally to a conception of the state as a super-personal “power," and that this 
hypostatization of an abstraction supplies the ideological excuse for the 
exercise of arbitrary authonty by an indixudual despot Her attack on the 
concept of the “mass man” is no less salutary, and she well points out the 
logical contradictions involved in Mr and Mrs. Webb’s use of the word "free- 
dom "Butitisapity thatDr Oakeleycannoteicpress herself in clearerEnghsh; 
for the clumsiness of her style continually blunts the edge of her argument 
And there is surely some deeper confusion ra her argument that the state is not 
“a necessarj' historical development 

The special philosophical interest of these two books is that they both voice, 
in rather difierent terms, the strong present-day reaction from the romanticism 
and absoluteness of Hegelian metaphysics In Victorian days Hegehanism 
stood for a necessary* correctn-e of a rampant individnahsm But the remedy 
has proved worse than the disease We need to-day another sort of philosophy, 
less grandiose and wordy, and tnore respective of individual petsonahty. There 
IS the citadel of freedom, and there the source of all our values 

AoRits Coates. 


The Philosophy of Lote {Dialoght d'Amore) By LboxE Ebreo Translated 
by F Fnedeberg Seeley & Jean H Barnes With an introduction by 
Cecil Roth (London The Soncino Press J937 Pp s:v-}-46S. Price 

Although the work here translated from the Italian has passed, in one 
language or another, through some twenty editions since its first appearance 
in Rome in 1535, it is probably unknown to most students of the histor>’ of 

philosophy and of literature Strange though it vs a medley, though a verj- 

charming one, of astrologj*. biologv. and ethical and rehgious idealism— »t 
deserves to be more widely known Ko idea runs through literature, at any 
rate poetic hteiature, so prominently as that of love, and anyone who would 
trace Its ways and guises from the intricate rime of the troubadours to the 
passionate lyncs of the Romantics wiU find the DiaJcgki d‘A more an outstand- 
ing landmark and a finger-post to much that came after it Its distinction of 
substitution of metaphysical form as the essence 
o ™ place of the conteioponuy Itaban insistence on proportion, 

ormg the book withm the purview of the historian of aesthetics, as Croce 
recognued In the history of philosophy Leone is an mterestmg transi- 
tional figure By taking love metaphysically, as the ground of creation and the 
principle of cosmic unity, he places himself with the neo-Platomnng Floren- 
nnes .but, without losing his theism, he secularized the pnnaple much more 
than Ficino and Pico della Mitaudola ever did. and thus prepared the way 
lor the naturalistic study of Katuie which soon ensued and which itself gave 
b«h to natural science This subtle Imk between Leone and, for instance, 
V esahus, may be of less interest to some possible readers than the link with 
bpinoza Both were Jews, both mystics, both set a ntsus at the heart of Nature, 
and both used and emphasued the same phrase, "the intellectual love of God”: 
and a copj of the 2 >ia/(?gAi, m Spanish, was found among Spinoza’s books 
after hu death It is striking that love was given a fundamental place by 
two unfortunates, the one exiled for bemg a Jew, the other for not being an 
orthodox one 
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The publishers are, therefore, to be warmly praised for makmf this very 
characteristic product of the Renaissance at last available in Enghsh, and, 
it may be added, for giving it a beautifnl external form (the pnntmg is by 
the Curn en Press) The translators have not had an easv task, yet the version 
IS smooth and idiomatic in a really distinguished prose which it is a joy to 
read As for its accuracy, so far as I have tested it, it inspires confidence 
I only regret that the text from which the translation has been made has not 
been indicated it would be a help to know whether it is, for example. Santino 
Caramella’s recent recension (1929, Ban) orGebhardt’s handsome facsimile of 
the first edition in the Bibliotheca Spinoeana (Tom m, 1929) 

The introduction is regrettably bnef, being restricted to an outline of I.eone’s 
life Some sketch of the various interest of the book, even if only as bare as 
the one given above, should have been added, seemg that there is no account 
in English (so far as I know) to which readers could be referred The readers 
who are thus left to search lor themselves for any further infonnation about 
Leo the Jew might at least have been told, for guidance through catalogues 
and indexes, that bis family name is vaaously spelt — Abarbanel, Abrabanel, 
and Abravanel 

T E Jessop 


The Self and the Ideal An £ssay in Metaphysical Conelruchon on the basts of 
Moral Consctousness By Rashvihari Das, Jf A , Ph D . Professor of 
Metaphysics aod Indian Philosophy in the Indian Institute of Philo* 
sophy. Amalner Reprinted from the Journal of the Department of 
Letters, vol xxvu (Calcutta Umversity Press, 1935 Pp 251 ) 

Four more words should have been added to the sub-title of this work, viz 
"and of Sinkhya metaphysics " For. though this comes out only in the last 
but one chapter, it is undoubtedly the most interesting feature of the book 
We have here a renewal of a philosophical system, the oldest probably of all in 
India, which became extinct long ago but has left its traces in almost the whole 
realm of Indian thought The classical (atheistic) Sankhj’a. as wiU be remem- 
bered, teaches a metaph>*sical "dualism'’ of (i) Nature (^raArti=s matter with 
mind) as a single pnnciple comprising three forces (gunas) which pass alter- 
nately through huge periods of equilibnutuas rest and disturbedness** psycho- 
phj'sical evolution, and (z) an infinite number of souls or spirits (purusas, lit 
"men") which, being in themselves pure (objectless) consciousness, omni- 
present, and "inactive, ' enable Nature to evolve by shedding their "light" on 
her. and are liberated through getting free from the illusion of theu’ identity 
with mind Now this dualism is bv' our author upheld but transformed He (i) 
removes the inconsistenc)" of a plnrahty of pure subjects diflenng from one 
another in nothing whatever by declaring pure consciousness or the pure sub- 
ject (undefinable, because comprehensible in itself only) to be one and the same 
in all ‘selves and (2) makes Nature the unconscious (though not lifeless) 
other half, as it were of the Absolute its tnSyS as he also calls it with the 
Vedantic term, though not with its meamng "illusion ’ Not only, therefore, are 
the selv es the Absolute in disguise (as in Advaita). but their double nature also 
reflects (as against it) a real dualism in the Absolute The self, then, is a unity 
in vanetj-, i e a real unity of a permanent subject with changmg elements, 
m contradistinction to both the ^nkbva and the Vedanta who deny any real 
connection of pure conscioosness with anj’thmg else Prakrti remains also 
when the world is not there, viz in its "unmanifest ' condition called inula- 
prakiti "Rcwt-Nature" in the SanLb>'a "That means that it remains identified 
wutb the Purusa or the ideal (p 229) This is. we may add here, in accordance 
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the »ost a»ae.t V.ehn.it.e eystem. 

principle of love, which may be snpposrf to 

^ti. sometimes in absolute nmon and ““f “ P^J^^hat 

can express Itself only through this play (p 231) pnn- 

nevei heeds to change itself. 1 e the pure ^bj«t only. 

ciple of knowledge This remains the same Strain the 

requires it as its permanent background The ^ . f vorld 

world, not even in a germinal state, but “the form and 
are determined by if (p 226) To account for the ongin of 

have to assume thatthe identity orperfect union of the gronndvn 

IS somehow disturbed This corresponds to what in the 

ksobha (shaking, concussion) and there means only the * ^ 

equihbnum m primitive matter (Root-Nature) implying 

spirit, but, on the contrary, a new entanglement of the (unhberated) sp 

^ This whole view appears m the book before us only as the ^ 

long (and rather too lengthy) search after the ideal satisfying the ^ 

moral coasaousness. the Utter being taken as an indisputable , 

consciousness means the duty felt to become “good ’ and ac a 
^Vhatlsthehlghestpractlcablestanda^d of goodness^ Kottheideaottn g 
m the Platomc sense (ch v) nor the transcendent or transcendent -fiin 
God of theism (ch vnl nor an incomprehensible and really unknoTO A 
(chs vu-vm). but an ultimate reality which must be, as in 
saectdSmnda, ic "ultimate satisfaction (inanda) with perfect kno ^ 
(cit) guaranteeing absolute existence (sat)” (ch xu) Moral ^ 

demands a world which is both real and appearance (^changing), 
highest reality which, without containmg the world, is its very self ^ . 

ideal to be increasingly realised in its histor>' (p 216). To un^rstan 
obhgation we have to suppose a “fall from the ideal,” a sell-difierentu 
the ideal opposing itself to itself, and thus look at the world as 
ahenated ideal,” with the ideal, however, rem a in in g “the ground and suppo 
of the world and thus the very self of its ahenated part” (pp 224-227)* , 

The introductory chapters of the book (i-iv) deal with "MetaphyaK __ 
Ethics,” ■ The Vahdity of Moral Judgments.” “The Objectivity of 
and “The Ideal" , the Conclusion (ch xv) with freedom, evil, immortah^. 
the personal highest God of rebgiOD, the “world-spmt (Brahma, mased w 
visible form is the universe" and whom “metaphysics does not deny. » 
taking care"topointtowhathesbeyondhim.'* treat 

The book shows remarkable indepeadence, lucidity of thought, an o 
literary power, but also rather too much of the verbosity of the class lec 

F. Otto Schradek 


Yoga rastskf?ia, translated from tiie Sanskrit by Haei Prasad Shastri* 
(London • Favil Press, Ltd , 1937. Pp 170* Price 3s) 

Yoga Vasishtha comes as a valuable addition to the already 
Yoga hterature of the West, and we welcome this puhhcation 
smee It is not an ordinarj’ wmk which is made accessible to the EngUsh^reao^ 
in this shape, but a philosophy which in the opinion of experts 
the greatest productions of the Xmiian mnid," to use the words of Prof 
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W R Thompson Science and Common Sense- An Aristotelian Excursion. 

London Longmans. Green & Co 1937 Pp. vii + 234. 7s. 6d 
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COXGRfeS I^'TER^'ATIOKAL DBS SCIENCES ANTHROPOLOGIQUES 
ET ETHXOLOGtOUES 
Coptnhagug. !“■ an 6 AoiiS 193S 

La deaxieise renasoa dn Cosgrte IcteiEaDoaal des Saeaces Anthropo!ogiqces 
et Ethaolc^qnes sera place sons le Hant Patrcaage de SAI le Roi de 
Daneiaark et d'lalande Ad Coagres seroat presentees tontes Jes rechsrcbes 
qni se rapporteat am races, anx peuples et a leers genres de vne. e'est a dire 
ce qai coacerne 1 etude scientiSque de I hosaice 

U est propose de ditiser les tTa\-aas da Coagres en sectroas de la fafoa 
Euivacte 

A Anthropologje phpsiqne 
B Psj ctologie 
C Detacxgiapbje 
D Etittoiogie 
E Ethisograpiue 
F Sociologie et rebgioa 
C Ltsgmsaqce et eenture 

Si, comae noas 1 esperons 'I'eaeDt, \ocs aver Imtentioa dassister au 
Coagrea, qous aeroas henreux de recevoir acssitot qce pcc^ble \ orre adhesion 
£n reapliuaat le boileua o joint v-eoiilez ioblireaace d'ladiqaer m voua 
desirez recevoix nltteeurecieat les prograoces detailles 
I-es balletias d’adhesion et le$ coosaaons doivent e&e eavorcs an Tresoner 
da Coagres lateiaauoaaJ des Sciences Aathropologiqaes et Ethsologiques, 
Natioaalffluseet. to X 7 ^estergade Copenhagae K. et tone antxe com- 
mcnicauoa doit etre adressee anx Secretaires Geceraax da Coagres later* 
national de^ Sciences ^athropol^ques et Etbsologiqaes. egaleiaeat au 


Xationalmusenci 



TkoniM Tkcfnser, 


Kjtld Rordam, 

President du Congrte. 


Tresoner da Con?rfe 

Kaj Birkil-Smilk, 

Aljtt H Brodmk, 

Jokn L Myres 


Secretaires Geneiau du Congres 
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To THE Editor of Phtlosophy 


The mam pomts of Professor Usbenko’s letter m the 
sophy are sufficieatly impersonal to call lor reply I think that if ^..^assion- 
that my review of his book, Tfc* Philosophy of RdalitMy. was 
ately to the readers of Philosophy and not mockingly to himself he not^« 

written the more extravagant passages, and 1 will therefore not comm 
beyond defending myself against a charge which, if it were just, won 
me for what 1 ^ve always felt to be the senous and responsible work of 
reviewing Professor Ushenko states that my review "contencte ^at tms . 
although 'undoubtedly wrorth reading' for philosophers, is not a . 

tion' to science The reviewer might, of course, have made it clearer tha 
intention of contributing anything at all to science " What I said was ^ 
book was not a valuable contribution to science, but that "we caMot ° j 
book as a valuable contribution to its professed subject ” Its ^fesse “ ^ . 
had already stated in these w^ords. for which there is almost verbatim jus 
in the Preface "This book, which is intended pnmanly for philosopber^may 
described as an attempt to review the nature of physical reality in the ig -f.j. 
theory of relativity To the physicist it is recommended as a possibly ne 
pretation of his equations ” When, therefore. Professor Ushenko goes on ’ 

according to me, "to say that philosophical speculaPon about the concepts ° 
tmty does not contribute anything to the suence of physics, is the 
that it IS irrelevant to an understanding of the nature of physical reality, he 
to me notions which arise entirely from bis own imagination 

But the main point is Professor Usbenko’s claim that my statement {real y 
this time) that ' The relation of any scientific theory to philosophy is s^P T 
relation of science in general to philosophy, and that is not at all a^tw y 
advent of relativity" is "simply not true to facte,” because "In the his ^ 
philosophy before ‘the advent of relativity,’ the philosophies of events in P j 
temporal relations as contrasted with the philosophies of substance ^ 

transactions were not, and could not be. heaid of." True and before the a 
the electromagnetic theory of light the philosophies of electromagnetic e 
contrasted w ith those of mechanical ones were not heard of . nor were the phi os 
of atomic as contrasted with those of continuous energy heard of before the a 
of the quantum theory These facts do not afiect my statement, which 
the concern of philosophy is with the procedure of science and not with the paro 
products which happen to be m vogue at the moment last- 

Professor Ushenko. for some reason which I do not understand, regards my ^ 
quoted statement as inconsistent with my admitting "the relevancy of jjj, 

philosophy ” He then proceeds to argue that relativity and solipsism are 
patible. in opposition to my statement that they were conformable with 
This point is really important, and 1 venture to discuss it very briefly, since Pro 
Ushenko’s understandmg of relativity seems less complete than I was lo 
willmg to assume In the language of relativity, the metnc 

/I ) 

ds» s= . . • ■ ' 

where the values of theg's are unspecified, represents a»y possible mechanical 
whatever, described m terms of any system of coordinates Now give f , 
a particular set of values Then the resulting equation represents one P'^ Next, 
mechanical system, described in terms of one parlicular system of 
make any mathematical transformation of coordinates (I am ignoring itr 
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njathetnatical minutiae, and wnting in ron^, but for this purpose accurate, terms), 
thus obtaining an equation with different values for the g's Then this equation 
represents the same mechanical system as before, described etiher (j) by the same 
observer using a different S5^fem of coordtoates, or (u) by a different observer 
using the "same” S3^tcni of coordinates The remaining forms of equation (i), in 
which the g's have values *iol obtainable from the chosen ones by mathematical 
transformation of coordinates, represent olier mecbamcal systems 
Now relativity makes no distioctioa whatever between (i) and (n) IS you are a 
solipsist you choose (l), if yon abhor solipsism you may choose (ti). but the choice, 
if any. is made on grounds entirely ontside physics That is why I say that relativity 
IS conformable with solipsism, and bold Professor Ushcnko to be in error in saying 
they are incompatible His remarks on "space like and zero intervals which cannot 
be observed by a solipsist for the simple reason that they transcend observation" 
are meamngless The "zero-interval” between an event on the Sun and my per- 
ception of It is about 8J minutes and 93 million miles m the usual coordinates It 
has been observed, and therefore cannot transcend observation, and in any case it 
has nothmg whatever to do with solipsism 

Professor Ushenko's final argument shows the falseness of his position still more 
clearly He says. "1 can change from time to time my coordinate systems but if I 
do I am not the same percipient event alter such a change tantamount to a 
reiection of the thesis of solipsism ” Does Professor Ushenko really believe that if I 
decide to measure lengths m metres instead of in centimetres I become another 
person ’ That is what in effect he saj-s, because it is an essential feature of relativity 
that this simple change of coordinatesis identical in principle with the most complex 
change, corresponding to the most complex motion conceivable Moreover, if 1 
can change my identity in this way, who on earth ana I’ Professor Lsbenko must 
surely know that according to relativity there is no one coordinate system peculiar 
to any one observer, but that all possible ones are (apart from coaveuxence which 
vanes with tie problem considered) equally legitimate But it is unaeeessarj’ to folloiv 
the implications of this argument because it is clear enough that, true or false, this 
thesis concenung percipient events has nothing to do with relativity It is held if at 
all, on quite independent grounds and then applied to relativity That is the charac- 
tenstic of most of ProSeasor Ushenko's book and thatis why 1 said that it was not a 
valuable contribution to its professed subject It is not a philosophy of relativity 
It IS relativity uscomprebendingly considered in the light of an independent 
philosophy 

fours faithfully, 

Herbskt Divgle 

Imferial College, 

London, S W 7 

(This ccorespondeDce is now closed — Ed ) 


To TME Editok Of PAt/osofiAy 

Dear Sir, 

In his notice of Professor F M Cornford's important Plato s Cosmology in 
>our last issue (p ^Sz), Professor C C Field accepts Mr Cornford’s exegesis of the 
difficult Platonic words {Ttmaeus JTcfi) m wtucb the is called xtLv dtdioiv 

OcCiv Yryovotaya^fia is fsaai He agrees that the meaning is that the heavens area 
sknne inhabited by "everlasting gods, ' wboare the stars and planets In the hope of 
possibly bavang an answer either from EVofessor Field or from Professor Cornford. 
may I state bnefly the difficulties which make me stiU hesitate to accept the inter- 
pretation ’ (1) At the point which Tunacns reached in his narrative, nothing has 
been said as j'et of the existence of either stars or planets ’ How then can a reader be 
expected to guess (or how w-cre the imaginary auditors of Timaeus to guess) that the 
"everlasting gods ’ means neither of the only beings who have so far been called god" 
in the dialogue (the "Demiorge" and the Universe) he makes, something hitherto 
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„«™ed? M II Ita Mrt H von tISS o ‘'■'f “ ^ “ "S““’ 

antithesis between didiwv and yeyovds « is meant ® ^ ^ by 

toVB . b.tt„ „8M to be c>IM everUstmg then ““ tt 

cootiast wth them caUed a yiyovd; Bat how eao ^ve 

the "coemoft (j) Whde it u, ol coone. trai that those "-“““.“J’ „s“at 
assumed the oyoAdO tan mean nothing hut an tmage ate wio g, „ ^ g puts 
wammit lor g.img it, m any passage of ehoo.^ Gmeh, the j^^nse Ifc 
on It, shrine} tVbere 5 yaX)i^ in classical authors d«s not ^5 ,ust 

bear the sense ol (a) ornam*«M»o« or (b) deltciae That it these 

what needs to he shown I should be very willing W accept the 
difficulties can be met If they cannot. I fear I shall stiJl p.etty 

of the passage probably corrupt (m which case the mention of g 
certainly part of the corruption) 

EDlsnURGH. 

October 1937 


To THE Editor of Philosophy 

Although not a logical positivist. 1 , as a physicist, have come ^ 
som.wh.1 sJia, mew,- lad ilVas. Ihet.lote, uith the greatest 
Professot Muuhead’s criticism and Dr Lamont's article in the Oct be , i,,« 

Philosophy Tha more I read, however, the more I am coDVinced t^t pwos^ 
noil one day have to wear the hair shirt of science. 1 e they must 
I admim Professor Mnirhead's youthful attitude lO refusing to give up 
"the best,'* but I fail utterly to see how, without deftaing the word beat 
ever get anywhere . , ...learned 

It has always seemed to me that "good" and "bad" applied to actiOTS a ^1^^^ 
when we are children and mean, roughly, “pleasing or displeasing to Pap 
or Nanny" and that, when we grow up, %Te drop Mama and Nanny and cMng 
into God But God, being a hypothetical entity, can be made to like wha w p ■ 
and has, in the past, for instance, liked human slavery At the jot 

quite certain whether this hypothesis likes birth-control Thetelore, 
those who believe in theism the question of what is a good act degenera 
question of what is pleasing to a hypothesis, and to those who do not req 
hypothesis it is meaningless , "fat" and 

To avoid difficulties of this sort I have found it useful to add the wora 
use only "good for" and "bad lor ” Thus "Is cycling good’” (meaningless) 

"Is cycling good for >" and then educated higher apes (such as philosop 
phj^icisfs) cannot resist the habit of completing the sentence and we g . s 
cycling good for the digestion or ' Is cycling good for the hank-balances ^ 

who have shares in cycle companies’" both of which have a meaning, since 
large measure of general agreemeDt as to the difierence between good a 
digestions and shares , , j,ot 

I am entirely 10 agreement with Dr Lamont that the moral philosop 
concerned with what ought to be done ("ought' ’ is another word with a 
only in the nursery), but to ^ow ' bow your use of this standard, or your 
this particular type of action good, i* related to other facts about your 
social and matenal environment” (p 44!) j tjius 

This object clearly requires the estabbshment ol true facts and relahons a 
ethics becomes a part of science, and theindocto-deductive method —ipjex) 

becomestheinostfundaiaentalac1jvjtyofoBrbraiichofthehigher(== morec P 

apes, of which a bumble member subsenbes himself. 

Your servant, 

G. BuRNistoN Brown 


* Cf The Limits of Science, SeifliceProsreti, 116, p 7^9 April igys 



THE BRITISH INSTITUTE OF PHILOSOPHY 


Incorporated under the Companies Acts 1908-1917 as a Company not for 
Profit but limited by Guarantee ) 

President 

IHE Rt Ho-j Vlscou^T SAMUEL. GCB. GBE. MA, HosDCL 

Chairman of the Council 
J H MLTRHEAD. M A , LL D , F B A 

Deputy Chairman of ike Council 
A D LINDSAY. C B E . M A . LL D 

Hon Treasurer 

The Rt Ho.v LORD ■nVEEDS^^;IR, CH. GCMG, DCL. 

Director of Studies 
SYDNEY E HOOPER, MA 

Hon Secretary 
P M ROSSDALE, LL M 


INSTITUTE NOTES 

Lecture Courses for the ILeat Term, Session 1937-38 — 

"The Nature of Mental Process ’ a course of six weekly lectures by 
I Gallie. M a (of %^adbam College. Oxford) on Fridajs, at 5 45 p m , 
at UniAersjtj' Hall 14 Gordon Square, London. V> C i. beginning 
January 21st. 1938 Fee for the course 12s 6d Members free 
OuTLixEs OF Modern pHiLosorm, ’ a class by the Director of Studies, 
on Wednesdajs at 5 45 p m at L'nicersity Hall, 14 Gordon Square, 
London WCi Theclass wall be resumed in the Lent Term on Wednesday, 
Januar>- igth Fee for the conise 12s 6d Members free 

The Eatimsg Meetings for the Lent Term of the Session mil be held 
at Unuersit)' College Gower Street, \V C i, at 8 15 p m , on the following 
dates — 

Tuesda\ Januarv iSth "The Rational and Empirical Elements in Physics ’ 
Herbert Dingle. D Sc ARCS (Assistant Professor of Astrophj-sics 
Irapenal College of Science) 

Tuesdaj. Februarj- i5tb ‘Phdosopbj and the Common Reader " Professor 
L S Stebbmg 

Tuesda>. March istb "The Philosophy of Mysticism " The Very Rev W R 
Inge, K C \ O . D D , D Litt . F B A 


127 



PHILOSOPHY 

OBJECTS OF THE INSTITUTE 

The British Institute of Philosophy exists to bring leading exponents of 
various branches of Philosophy into direct contact with the general pubhc, 
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MORAL POSITIVISM AND MORAL 
AESTHETICISM 

E F. CARRJTT. M A 

Mr Ayer, in Language, Truth and Logtc (p 161), says’ "Sentences 
which simply express moral judgments do not say anything They 
are pure expressions of feeling and as such do not come under the 
category of truth and fakehood . Aesthetic terms are used in 
exactly the same way as ethical terms ” 

This, I think, IS one instance of a tendency to confuse the facts 
of moral and aesthetic expenence uhich has been disastrous for 
both ethics and aesthetics Its direct parentage is confessedly to be 
found in Hume, uith hts famous saying that "Morality is more 
properly felt than judged of,” by which I suppose he means that 
what we call moral judgments would more properly be desenbed 
as statements about or expressions of feeling Butler, when con- 
trovertmg such vieivs in the Preface to the Sermons, traces the 
confusion back to Shaftesbury, with the aphonsm that "Beauty 
and Good (which in the context seems to mean moral goodness) 
are still the same” {The Moralists, Pt III, §11, 67). Butler says 
“The not taking into consideration the authonty [i.e obligation] 
which is implied in the idea of reflex approbation or disapprobation 
seems a material deficiency in Lord Shaftesbury's Inquiry Con- 
cerning Virtue (Bk I, Pt III, §m. Characteristics, 11, p. 69) 

Take m then that authonty and obligation which is a constituent 
part of this reflex approbation, and it %vill undeniably follow, 
though a man should doubt of everythmg else, yet, that he would 
still remain under the nearest and most certam obhgation to the 
practice of \’irtue.’' I %vant first to consider the view, surely a 
paradox in terms, that “moral judgments or the sentences expressing 
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them do not say anything.” For those who hold this cannot be 
expected to listen patiently to a discusdon whether moral judgments 
say something (as Hume thought) about feelings or about some 
other facts, and if the latter whether they are ever true. If it can 
be shown that this \iew of Mr. Ayer is groundless and that moral 
judgments do assert something, it would be possible to go on to 
argue next that what they assert is not a state of mind of their 
maker or of anybody else, and lastly tl\at they can be true. Indeed, 
if Mr. Ayer's view that "moral judgments assert nothing can be 
refuted, we should have already converted at least him to the ^■ieu 
that they assert something other than the existence of feelings. For 
he tells us that he u*as at first attracted by the \*iew that moral 
judgments are really statements about somebody’s state of feeling, 
and only when he saw this \new to be clearly untenable, resort^ 
to his own paradox as the sole remaining escape from what he calls 
"an absolutist view of ethics which would undermine the whole of 
his mam argument” {ibid., pp. 156-7). And if it can be shoum not 
only that moral judgments assert something, but that what they 
assert is (as l*Ir Ayer agrees) no state of anybody's mind, but rather 
a fact independent of any^dy’s thought or feeling about it, u’e 
might finally maintain that there is no reason to doubt that such 
assertions are sometimes true. Aesthetic judgments, assertions, t.e. 
that things are beautiful, also, I think, generally mean to attrftute 
to the thing a quaUty independent of anybody’s thoughts or feelings. 
But so far as they do assert this, there are reasons for thinking that 
perhaps none of them are true in the sense in which they are thus 
meant. But whether these reasons for denying the truth of aesthetic 
judgments, except as statements of feeling, are sound or no, they 
do not apply to moral judgments. Mr. Ayer at least uould not 
pretend to show that moral judgments are false. It was just because 
his general theory would not allow him to hold any opimon about 
their truth or falsehood as regards independent facts that he uus 
attracted by the vie\s’ that they only asserted a state of mind, and 
uhen he found that untenable was dri\*en to assert that they assert 
nothing. The steps of my argument then should be to show: 

(1) That moral judgments, as the word judgment implies, assert 
something 

(2) That what they assert is not the existence of a feeling in 
myself or others, but, as they profess, a fact which is not a 
feehng. 

(3) That once granted moral judgments do assert such a fact, 
there are no more valid reasons for doubting the possibility 
of their truth than that of other ^?pes of judgment, the motn c 
for doing so being not any consideration of their own nature. 
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but the desire to support a peculiar \ae\v of truth. And, in 
particular, we should try to show that certain arguments 
against the truth of any judgment which asserts beauty to 
belong to things independently of any feelings about them do 
not apply to moral judgments 

The first point, then, is that moral judgments assert something. 


I 

Jlr Ayer says (p 158) "If I say to someone 'you acted UTongly 
m taking' that money' I am not stating anj'thing more than if I 
had simply said, ‘you took that money ’ In adding that this action 
is MTong I am not making any further statement about it I am 
simply e\mcing my moral disapproval of it It is as if I had said 
'you took that money’ in a peculiar tone of horror, or \mtten it 
with some special e.sclamation marks The tone or the exclamation 
marks adds nothing to the literal meaning of the sentence It merely 
ser\’es to show that the expression of it is attended by certain 
feelings in the speaker If now I generalize my previous statement 
and say ‘Taking money is (in certain circumstances) vvTong,’ I 
produce a statement w hich has no factual meaning, that is, expresses 
no proposition vihich can be true or false It is as if I had wntten 
‘Takmg moneys’ with two notes of e.xclamation to show, by a 
suitable convention, that a special sort of moral disapprov’al is the 
feeling \\ hich is being express^ ” But let us take Mr Ayer’s language 
in this passage senously He says that if I say "you acted wrongly 
in taking that money” instead of saying "you took that money,” 
the only difference (which he will not allow to be a difference of 
meaning) is that I evince moral disapproval, and agam, he says 
that the sentence "stealing money is WTong” shows “by a suitable 
convention! that a special sort of moral disapproval is the feeling 
which is being expressed " But the evmcmg a feeling, or shownng 
to others that I have a feeling, may be a voluntary act And when 
I “adopt a suitable convention” for doing so, it certainly is I clearly 
may tell or show a man, or evunce to a man, that I feel disgust at 
what he is doing, though in fact I do not feel any, and he may 
believe me and alter his conduct m consequence Evidently Mr. Ayer 
does not really think that to say "you ought not to take this money" 
is a mere involuntary S5Tnptoro of disgust, as sweating may be of 
pain, it IS a deliberate attempt to show or convince my audience 
of something by a suitable verbal expression, i e. to tell them some- 
thmg, true or false And what Mr Ayer really, for aU his protests, 

» He says “stealing ” I have substituted "takmg” as be is clearly not 
entitled to a dyslogistic word. » My italics througbout 
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has said is that it tells them that I am feeling a certain disapproval 
or, as he says, that “a special sort of disappro\'al ts the feeling that 
is being expressed.” But unfortunately Mr, Ayer clearly recognizes 
that the two sentences. "I feel a special sort of moral disapproval 
for steahng” and ‘‘Men ought not to steal,” cannot be substituted 
for one another, since he says that Professor Moore has pointed out 
there is no contradiction m asserting that stealing is wrong and 
that I do not have any feelmg of disapproval against it, or, as I 
should prefer to put it, it is a perfectly intelligible question whether 
an act for which I feel moral disappro\’al is in fact one I ought 
not to do 

Just because Mr. Ayer had been convinced by Professor Moore 
on this point, he has to find some other account of what the 
statement “stealing is wrong” means And he only sees two alter- 
natives. He must either admit that when we say “taking such 
money is wrong” we mean (however mistakenly) that a man ought 
not to take such money, or he must resort to saying that we mean 
to assert nothmg w’hatever, but are involuntanly symptomizmg 
horror. It is hard to see how he can avoid the first course. For he 
grants that people do think that they have obhgations, or, in his 
oivn Kantian language. “Moral precepts present themselves to some 
people as categoncal commands” (p. 169), and “they have for some 
people the force of inexorable commands,” where he cannot be usmg 
the word "command” literally, smee moral judgments may apply 
to myself or to a third person or to past time. So when such people 
say they have a duty they m fact mean (how'ever mistakenly) just 
what they say , yet Mr. Ayer argues that nevertheless the sentence 
they pronounce cannot mean what he allows they want it to mean. 
In the same way he says (p. 20) that a scientific sentence may be 
a pseudo-proposition (le. unmeaning) to one person, but not to 
another, smee on him it may have the effect of making him believe 
its truth (p 84) or at least assume its truth But in that case what 
is "it” ^ We cannot either assume or believe the truth of a sentence 
which means nothmg. For instance, Mr Ayer say’s the senten^ 
‘p is a law of nature” may give nse to “a belief in a certain 
orderlmess of nature ” Yet he apparently holds that such beliefe, 
like moral beliefs, owmg to a mysterious “rule which deterOTO^ 
the literal significance of language,” are incapable of being siguifi 
cantly expressed or stated to exist. I am at a loss about the nature 
of this rule or who issued it, or why it is called a rule rather than 
a fact. It can hardly be of the type "Ought in English means much 
the same as SoUen m German*' or "Ought means the opposite 0 
ought not.’’ So I am driven to fear that it was issued by Mr. Ajcr, 
and that it is precisely the type of “rule” whose validity he is 
claiming to vindicate, such as "Ought means nothing,” 
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nature means nothing" If then "there are laws of nature (or 
obligations)” and "there areno laws of nature (or obligations)” are 
both unmeaning, they are not contradictory. 

We are led to the curious conclusion that there are a large number 
of beliefs commonly held but incapable of being formulated in any 
sentence, and, by a strange comadence. also a large number of 
sentences commonly supposed to formulate just those beliefs, but 
really incapable of meaning or asserting anything It is a cruel law 
which debars these potential emplojers and potential employees 
from mutual accommodation Again, if such sentences as "There 
are laws of nature” or "One ought to keep a promise” cannot mean 
what those who use them mean them to mean, namely, what Mr 
Ayer admits they in fact believe, how' did he come to know, or 
convey to us, what these beliefs are^ He tells us men believe there 
are laws of nature and obligations, but "there are laws of nature 
(and obligations)” is an unmeaning sentence Perhaps he remembers 
that he once held these beliefs and that, when he held them, he 
''e\mced” the fact by certain unmeaning sentences which he then 
thought asserted what he believed So he no^v conjectures that those 
who utter similar unmeaning sentences hold similar beliefs, and he 
hopes that when he tells us that "some men believe they have 
obligations," although "they have obligations ’ means nothing, we, 
too, shall recognize the meanmgless sentence as a symptom of a 
belief which cannot be expressed 

But, as I said before, though we cannot sweat in order to prove 
that we are in pain, we can always utter these symptomatic noises 
and so "by a suitable linguistic conveniton" induce others to beheve 
something, either, for mstance, that we have obligations or that w’e 
think w e have. Of course, the fact is that when Mr. Ayer says such 
sentences as "steahng is WTong” have no meaning, he does not 
mean by his statement what other people would mean by it, or 
understand him to mean by it. Inde^, he tells us that he means 
by it that the sentence "stealing is wrong” “cannot be translated 
into sentences which refer to sense-contents,” or, in his other words, 
"it cannot be indicated ho^v the proposition expressed by the 
sentence could be empirically verified” So that all he tneans when 
he says "stealing is wrong means nothing” is that it does not mean 
that the obUgation has any sensible qualities such as colour, smell, 
taste, sound, or shape And this would be true of some sentences 
w’hich, I suppose, he w ould admit to express genuine propositions, if 
only about the speaker's state of mind, such as "I never understood 
that before” or "unvenfiable sentences are meaningless.” The view 
really implies, though Mr Aj?er would not admit it, that what a 
sentence means to assert is possibility of obtammg sense-data 
which might venfy or refute “it ” But what then is "it” > Not 
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surely, unmeaning sounds, for they cannot be verified or refuted. 
“It” must be the belief which the sentence means to assert and 
which another sentence may assert is verifiable in a certain way. 
If a belief, and therefore the sentence which expresses it, are about 
sensible things, then the sense-perception of those thmgs might tend 
to refute or to venfy that belief and sentence. But a belief cannot 
be that it is itself verifiable, and the same simple sentence cannot 
both assert what is believed and also ho^v the belief can be verified. 
Yet surely the behef itself must be capable of being expressed and 
the sentence which expresses it must have a meaning. If a conjuror 
says, “There is a mouse in that box, but by the time you open it 
it will have disappeared without traces,” he may be lying, but he 
IS not making unmeaning sounds or e\'en evincmg feelings, and 
some people may believe him That the sentences usually called 
moral judgments are not mere ejaculations which would be incapable 
of truth or of contradiction and are not even merely statements 
about the speaker’s own feelmgs, is, I thmk, satisfactorily sho%vii 
by Hume {Enquiry, IX, i). “When a man denominates another, 
his enemy, his rtval, his antagonist, his adversary, he is understood 
to speak the language of seU-love, and to express sentiments, 
peculiar to himself, and arising from his particular circumstances 
and situation But when he bestows on any roan the epithets of 
vicious or odious or depraved, he then speaks another language, and 
expresses sentiments, m which he expects all his audience are to 
concur with him He must here, therefore, depart from bis prii'ate 
and particular situation, and must choose a point of sdew, common 
to him with others; he must move some umversal principle of the 
human frame, and touch a string to which all mankind have an 
accord and symphony. If he means, therefore, to express that this 
man possesses qualities, ichose tendeney is permcious to society, he 
has chosen this common point of view, and has touched the principle 
of humamty, in which every man, in some degree, concurs ” Hume 
plainly thinks that if I say X ought not to have taken that money 
mom Z, I can be contradicted, and that not merely by saying “I 
doubt if you really feel the disgust which such noises usually 
express.” or even by saying "Hurrah for X.”but rather by sa>’ing, 
n taking that money from Z, X behaved m a beneficent way. and 
therefore in a universally or generally agreeable to human 
contemplation. ’ Indeed, the su^estion that so-called moral judg- 
inents assert nothing is so palpably false that I wonder Hr. Ayer 
did not try rather to bring them under his theory as what he calls 
tautologies. At least one type of moral judgment, "I ought to keep 
my promise, seems to be of the kind to which he should on his 
owm theory give that name. It is indisputable that men use the 
expression I promise,” and 1 do not see how’, when they do so, 
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it could be maintained that they are either lying or deceived. For, 
of course, to say “you don’t intend to keep your promise” is not 
to say “you don’t promise ” And other people understand what we 
mean when we promise and often alter their behaviour in conse- 
quence. Yet it is hard to see what a promise is if it is not, as Hume 
said, "binding oneself to the performance of an action.” A man 
could not without self-contradiction make a promise while explaining 
that he was under no obligation to keep it Possibly this is what 
Kant really meant when he said that to will universal promise- 
breaking involved a contradiction If he did, we should have to 
suppose that by his phrase "willing universal promise-breaking is 
contradictory" (a phrase I have never understood) he meant 
"denying the obligation to keep a promise which you have made 
IS contradictory ” Cunously enough. Hobbes seems to have held 
this view {Leviathan, XI\) "When a man hath abandoned, or 
granted away his Right, then is he said to be obliged, or Bolnd, 
not to hinder those, to whom such Right is granted, or abandoned, 
from the benefit of it and that he Ought, and it is his duty, not 
to make voyd that voluntary act of his own and that such hin- 
drance IS INJUSTICE, and iKjuBY. as being sine jure, the Right 
being before renounced, or transferred So that Injury, or Injustice, 
in the controversies of the world, is somewhat like to that, which 
in the disputations of Scholers is called Absurdity For as it is there 
called an Absurdity to contradict what one maintained m the 
Beginning, so in the world, it is called Injustice and Injury, volun- 
tarily to undo that. W’hich from the Beginning he hath voluntarily 
done ” 


II 

To come now to my second point If we agree with Hume that 
Mr Ayer is wrong in saying that moral judgments assert nothing, 
we must agree with Mr Ayer that Hume is wrong m sajnng that 
what they assert is the prevalence among mankind of a certain 
pleasure or distaste, ansing from sympathy, m the contemplation 
of human dispositions and of the acts m which they issue Just as 
I think Hume satisfactonly refutes Mr Ayer’s \iew. so I think 
Mr Ayer satisfactorily refutes this of Hume, filr Ayer says 

"We reject the subjectivist view that to call an action nght, or 
a thmg good, is to say that it is generally approved of, because it 
IS not self-contradictory to assert [he might have added it is quite 
natural and usual to assert] that some actions which are generally 
approved of are not right, or that some things which are generally 
approved of are not good And we reject the alternative subjectivist 
view that a man who asserts that a certain action is nght, or that 
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a certain thing is good, is saying that he himself approves of it, 
on the ground that a man who confessed that he sometimes approved 
of what was bad or mong would not be contradicting himself” 
(p. 153) In other words, it is as absurd to translate “I ought not 
to steal” into “Most men {or I) disapprove of stealing" as it would 
be to translate "There are canals in Mars" into “I (or most men) 
think there are.” Mr Ayer then satisfactorily refutes Hume. And 
what IS perhaps almost as interesting is that Hume himself is unable 
consistently and comfortably to maintain this position. His general 
view, no doubt, is that there is no such fact as obligation, but only 
general feelings of pleasure or uneasiness in the contemplation of 
fehcific or pernicious dispositions and acts He equates good and 
evil wth pleasure and pain {Treatise, II, iii, 9). He denies that 
acts are really right or wrong (III, i, i). “The distinction of moral 
good and evil is founded m the pleasure or pain which results from 
the view of any sentiment or character" (III, ii, 8). “It is the 
nature and indeed the definition of virtue, that it is a quality of 
the vitnd agreeable to or approved by every one who considers or co«- 
tsmpiaies it" (Engttuy, VIII). The only difference between parricide 
and the choking by a sapling of its parent tree, lies in the different 
feelings with which we regard the two (Treatise, III, i, i)- Such, 
I say, IS Hume’s general view, but he is too candid to stick to it. 
He contmually, however inconsistently, msists that all who do not 
condemn acts done m the bebef that they are pernicious and approve 
those done m the belief that they are beneficent are not only excep- 
tional, but in fact wrong Since benevolent acts and dispositions 
have in fact a tendency to promote feheity, they always deserve 
the approval of human bemgs, which they obtain from all those 
who have any "rectitude of disposition" (Enquiry, App. I). The rules 
of justice arise from the aversion to doing a hardship to another 
(as distmet from merely harming him) (Enquiry, App. IH)- ^ 
promise is desenbed as a fonn of words by which “a man bmds 
himself to the performance of any action" and thereby “subjects 
himself to the penalty of never being trusted again in case 0 
failure.” At last, in the Enquiry (IX, 2), Hume is constrained to 
face the question of what is meant by saying we “ought” to be 
honest if we think it not the best policy. He “confesses that if a 
man think this much requires an answer it would be a little difBcMt 
to find any which wll to him appear satisfactory.” He discredit 
the holders of such "permcious” views by suggesting that tbeir 
“practice will be answerable to their speculation.” “Ingenuous 
natures” have “an antipathy to treachery and roguery.” “Conscious- 
ness of integrity . . . will be cultivated by every honest man who 
feels the importance of it." Here Hume is trying to defend what be 
calls our “interested obligation to virtue,” and finds he can only 

138 



MORAL POSITIVISM AND MORAL AESTHETICISM 

do it by maintaining, against Hobbes, that \ve all have a disin- 
terested (moral) liking to contemplate acts tending to the welfare 
of others, just as we have a disinterested (aesthetic) liking to con- 
template tJutigs useful to them. Yet he can only make this a plausible 
account of obligation by substituting for ‘‘liking" "approval,” and 
by insisting that those in whom it does not prevail are not merely 
abnormal, but base, \’ilJainous, depraved, rogues — language w’hich 
w ould be silly if applied to a taste for sherbet or Edgar Wallace. 
To say that honesty wall be cultivated by every honest man who 
feels the importance of it is either to say that if you like being 
honest you like it, or that you ought to be honest The whole argu- 
ment is only one of those, in Hume’s own words, "sufficient for^s- 
course, and servnng all our purposes in company, in the pulpit, on 
the theatre, and in the schools” {Treatise, III, m, 3). Arguing 
against the ^new that moral distinctions are artificial or arbitrary, 
he says "Had nature made no such distinction, founded m the 
ongmal constitution of the mind, the words honourable and shameful, 
lovely and orfious, noble and despicable, had never had place in any 
language, nor could politicians, had they invented these terms, ever 
have been able to render them intelligible, or make them convey 
any idea to the audience ” He should have asked himself whether 
philosophers i^ould have been more successful had they invented 
the term obbgation 

Holding, as he does, that what we call obbgation is merely the 
likmg for those acts whose febcific nature gives us a sympathetic 
pleasure, he finds strange the fact that " a convenient house and a 
virtuous character cause not the same feeling of approbation, even 
though the source of our approbation be the same and flows from 
sympathy and an idea of their utihty. There is somethmg very 
inexplicable in this vanation of our feelings.” I suggest the explana- 
tion that the sources are m fact, as Hume would say, "pretty 
different.” 

Adam Simth, in his Theory of the Moral Sentiments (1759), seems 
to be troubled at this inconsistency by which Hume, while asserting 
that a moral judgment is merely the statement that men have a 
feeling of a certam kmd, also tries to justify that feeling by assertmg 
that w e are stating it to be a feeling arousM by the intended utihty 
of the action, i e that we are stating some fact about the action 
or the agent Accordingly Srrath abandons the reference to utility. 
"The idea of the utihty of all qualities of this kind is plainly an 
afterthought, and not what first recommends them to our appro- 
bation” (I, 1, 4) What then is it that so recommends them? He 
answ ers "To approv’e of the passion of another, as smtable to their 
objects, is the same thing as to observe that we entirely sympathize 
with them. . . . His own sentiments are the standards and measures 
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by which he judges of mine. ... In the suitableness or unsuitable- 
ness, in the proportion or di^iroportion which the aSection scCDis 
to bear to the cause or object wWch excites it, consists the propriety 
or impropriety, the decency or ungracefulness of the consequent 
action” (I, i, 3). That is to say, an action is really improper if it 
springs from a feehng which seems to tne improper. This is Hume 
reduced to consistency. It is clearly intended to put moral approv’al 
into the same category with aesthetic approN’al. For it has been 
often and not unplausibly held that we approve works of art and 
scenes of nature when they express a feelmg \nth which we sympa- 
thize or \nth which they succeed in making us sympathize. But no 
more than Hume can Smith be quite content wth such moral 
subjectivity To this account of “the decency or ungracefulness of 
an action” he inconsequently appends a quite difierent account of 
its “merits ” “In the beneficial or hurtful nature of the effects 
which the affection aims at, or tends to produce, consists the viertl 
or demerit of the action, the quality by which it is entitled to reward 
or deserving of punishment.” 

So far, then. I have tned to maintain (1) that judgments about 
obhgation are judgments; that is. they assert a fact and can be 
mteUigibly contradicted This, I think. Hume shows. And (2) that 
they do not assert anything about our own feelings or those of 
others, but a fact, namely an obhgation. which though it may depend 
upon somebody having or being capable of some feeling, is not itself 
a feehng And this, I think, Mr. Ayer shows. 

in 

It now remains to ask whether there is reason to think that all 
judgments thus asserting obligations must be false because on 
reflection we see that what we took for obligation is in fact a 
feeling The answer seems to be that there is no such reason apart 
from the dogma that no judgments are true, or that there is no 
reason to think them so, unless they either could be sensibly verified 
or merely “state our intention to use language in a certain way.” 

The chief argument that moral judgments must be untrue is 
derived from a false analogy drawn between them and aesthetic 
judgments, which are assumed to be untrue if intended to assert 
an objective beauty But just as I thmk the \dew that so-called 
moral judgments are meant to state the feelings of those who make 
them or of others is false, so 1 think the view that on reflection we 
see that consequently they are untrue, and that we must substitute 
for them judgments which do state the feelings of ourselves or others 
about actions is also false. And this latter false view, 1 believe, is 
closely connected with the venerable failure to distinguish moral 
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and aesthetic experience. Plato used the epithet /voAor without 
misgi\'ing of vofxoi (meaning just and beneficent laws, which we 
ought to enact), of and tm-nfievtiara (meaning just, brave, 

and temperate conduct and character, not those which are dramatic 
or arresting), and also of pottery and ammal bodies. And he 
expbcitl}' maintained that beauty, if not identical wth moral good- 
ness, IS ^\hat conduces to it No doubt he thought both beauty and 
goodness were real qualities independent of human feelings about 
them, but his confusion of the two was probably connected m Greek 
as in modem thought wath the accompanjung failure to distinguish 
clearl}' the fact of obhgation from feehngs of attraction or repug- 
nance At the renaissance of moral and aesthetic reflection in this 
countr3' in the eighteenth centurj-, the identification of beauty either 
with moral goodness or with moral edification became a common- 
place aestheticians perhaps thinking thereby to recommend their 
subject to the puntan, and moralists theirs to the world The arts 
were often cnticized merely by a didactic standard, and obhgation 
was reduced to mere sensibihty Since most people find a certam 
satisfaction in contemplating a so-called moral action and a so-called 
%-irtuous character, it « as overlooked both that they also get aesthetic 
satisfaction m contemplating the very opposite, and also that the 
very nature of a moral act is to be done from a belief that we are 
obbged to it The question is whether that behef can be true 

A moral judgment (e g that I ought to pay this money) means 
something and can be significantly contradicted But it is not 
contradicted by denjing that I or the majority of people take any 
pleasure in contemplatmg the paj-ment The creditor's claim cannot 
\'ar>' with sj^mpathies, or debts could be cancelled by propaganda. 
The judgment "he acted morally'’ no doubt generally implies a 
feeling of approbation, but it slaUs that he did what he did because 
he believed it his duty, and this belief \ras not about feehngs but 
about obligation 

It is by no means so clear that judgments like "The Alps are 
beautiful" or “Pope’s Odyssey is less beautiful than that of ^^oss’’ 
truly assert any real quality of thmgs other than their relation to 
human feelings. It is not clear that the Alps always had a quahty 
of beauty though ever>'body had so far loathed the homd sight, 
nor that the second statement could be consistent with asserting 
that everybody who knew both preferred Pope. And whatever our 
decision on the point may be, it is a significant fact that what by 
reflection becomes clearer about the moral judgments becomes less 
clear about the aesthetic. 

It has been long recognized that an object beautiful to the naked 
ej'e may seem ugly under the microscope, and that the colours, 
shadows, sounds, and scents, which play so large a part in aesthetic 
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experience, must be very <fi£ferent to beings %vith different organs, 
and can hardly be said to exist as such when they are not being 
experienced. More recently we have come to believe that even the 
configuration and movement of what we call physical bodies are 
very different from anything that we ever perceive. It may be 
replied that, though people are mistaken in attributing beauty, as 
they do, to physical things, yet it can be truthfully attributed to 
sensible appearances,* which may be beautiful though nobody 
observes it. But there still remains to notice a much more inter- 
esting characteristic of beauty, suggested already by the Alps and 
Homer. The beauty of sights and sounds depends, at least very 
largely, on their “meaning’" for us, and this meaning is different for 
different persons; in fact, “it is not they but we who mean.” So 
"what I hear’’ may not only be different from “what you said,” 
but may affect me differently according as I more or less know the 
language and your personal idiom and according to the associations 
I myself have with the words used and the things mentioned, or 
according to my mood. And if I should hear exactly similar sounds 
twice, but, owing to such differences, think them beautiful once 
but not again, it is hard to say at which time, if either, I should 
be wrong. 

This is pretty obvious in literature , hardly less so in painting and 
sculpture, since the artist seldom demes himself all reference to 
natural objects, which affect us differently according to our sex, 
colour, climate, training, and religion, and it is not really doubtful 
about a great part of music and architecture. Sir Donald Tovey, on 
Beethoven's Mass tn D, says that in the Dona Nobis Pacem 
"trumpets and drums are heard with martial rhythm.” This can 
har^y help affecting one way or another the beauty which a hearer 
ascribes to the music; yet it must depend on what he happens to 
know and feel about warfare. At any rate, different systems of 
harmony are conventional. 

Something of the same sort must be true of much natural beauty, 
and not that only of human face or form The reason of the almost 
universal distaste for mountains in the seventeenth century and the 
almost universal admiration for them in the nineteenth must have 
been that men had different associations with them or went to them 
m a different spirit. Ruskin* has described with eloquent candour 
the change in his aesthetic experience of the same visible scene when 
he discovered that it was not a mist-wreathed Alp but a glass roof 
behmd blue smoke. 

Not only may the same sound or vision be beautiful to a man 

' Or to 'some more complex whole.” It is bard to discuss this suggestion 
tul It IS made more explicit It may mean just what I do 

’ Mod Patnters, IV. x. § 8. 
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and not to another, or to himself in a different mood, but it may 
also have entirel}’ different beauties, depending upon his mental 
habit or condition 

ThouH break my heart, tboa bonny bird. 

That sings upon the boogh, 

Tboa minds me of the happy days 
\Mien mv fanse Lose was tree 

Xot only must this have much more beauty' to a reader whose otvn 
sorrow has been set to bird-song, but the song itself must hat e had 
a \ert’ different beaut}* to Bums, or to the girl he speaks for, when 
love was false and when it ttas true 

Xo doubt our attitudes to nature and to works of art, especially 
to recent ones by knotvn artists, are different To admire mountains 
is equally legitimate u hether they are thought of as awful solitudes 
or as happy playgrounds, though the "beauties” so seen must be 
different But an artist tncart to express something, and we have a 
historical mterest m knowing uhat it was. as well as a well-founded 
suspicion that so we shall get the best aesthetic expenence out of 
his work Yet we do not trouble whether the “beauties” we find m 
a nimed cloister or a primitive ballad were intended, or ^ere foimd 
there by their first admirers 

Kant* tned to exclude all such elements m beaut}-, uhich depend 
upon some conception or meamng or association, from pure or free 
b^uty, and called them dependent beauty Pure beauty is exem- 
plified only in arabesques, figures, and morganic objects whose 
contemplation pleases us by their mere form, such as npples and 
perhaps clouds and flowers abstracted from all the sensuous charm 
of colour and from any thought of adaptation to purpose or of 
resemblance to other things It has been questioned, b}’ the Empathy 
school and by Croce, whether even such thing s as these do not get 
their beauty from our natural or acquired tendency to read into 
them some significance, some correspondence u-ith our own actinties 
and affections But, however that may be, Kant, though rejecting 
any such hypothesis, cannot allow that beauty is an objective 
quality of externa] phenomena or their relations It is merely the 
pleasant feeling aroused m us bj* the consciousness of a harmonious 
free play of our perceptive faculties in apprehending the object 
"The judgment of taste is not saaitific but aesthehc. by which I 
mean that it is a judgment for which the groimd can only be 
subjecti%e .\11 our ideas can refer to objects, except those 

only which refer to the feelings of pleasure and pam. Here nothing 
is indicated in the object, but we have a feeling of ourselves as we 
are affected by the idea” (§ i) 

• K d t7 . § i6. 
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?vas naturaUy averse Iron, any * °Tn judgments 

beSeved that tve claim agreement ™" “ jv apart from 

about this pare beauty, he M-as convinc^ that Beany p 

relation to our feeling is itself nothing (§ 9) . sWEcance 

Even if the simple perception of form ftom Y , 

ivere the sufEcient stimulus for » Se'"™'' ii^ssible to 
should stiU agree inth Richard Price seems ^ 

conceive objects themselves to be endoned g-j oar 

particular order of parts, and mth powers. “ afMy t 
perceptive faculties, thence arising, and if we L 

ft is L absolute, inherent rpiality of certam /’Ler 

existent whether any mind discerns it or J^ja-auty 

and regularity are, more properly, the causes of beau y 

“t'must be allowed, as the Pro'-»s‘ 

commonly wean by "beauty” (as we do by p . relation 

by "strange”) a quality belonging to an object apart tro 
to minds, bui I agree with hun that, on 
thmgs called beautiful or pleasant may not ba%e ajiy^ 
character (as “surprising” things have not) except 
produce in some persons a particular kind of «^nence. 
occurrence of the enjoyment depends on conditions in tn 
as well as conditions m the object.” So if one man jt 

beautiful and another ugly, both are wrong if mean 

has either independent quahty ; both may be right il tney > 
that it IS capable of exciting genuine aesthetic enjoj 
repulsion in different persons ♦vot wp 

This \new is not mconsistent with Kant s claim ^ aesthetic 
though Me do not find, universal agreement ivith our . 
judgments — ^if only the object could, as it never can, ^ onsistent 

the same emotional significance to all men. Nor is ’ ^ 

Mith the distinction of good and bad taste. Bad taste is ® 

or narrowly limited capacity for pure aesthetic expenenc 

who enjoj’s contemplating nothu^ which does not soo e 

or edify him. or gratify his pride or malice or appeU es 

tions, has bad taste. He may use the word beautiful, 

few or no aesthetic experiences The more capacity a objects 

pure aesthetic experiences the better his taste, whateier 

which arouse them. . . ^ r Kointr naturally 

Similarly a man is more moral (as distmct from be g 

« Rntew of the Pnnctpal QuesUoits m Morals. 

» Ross, The Right and the Good, p 128 n 
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virtuous on the one hand and correctly behaved on the other) the 
more moral experiences he has; that is to say, the more acts he 
does because he believes them to be his duty. The character of 
what he does in no vay affects his morality There are no acts 
moral or immoral in themseh’es apart from the agent’s behefs about 
his obligations. It is perhaps this analogy between morality and 
good taste which has contributed to the confusion of moral and 
aesthetic judgments But the ^^tal difference for which I have been 
contending remains Moral judgments are of two kinds "That act 
was done because the agent thought it his duty,’’ and "A given 
situation involves an obligation on rational beings to act in a certain 
way.” Both tj’pes of judgment seem to be true or false whatever 
people may think or feel about the acts in question. At least none 
of the arguments which we have been considenng, as tending to 
show that what is called beauty is a subjective state, seem to apply 
to obligations Obligations are not secondary qualities, nor indeed 
qualities of things at all They arise out of the relations of persons, 
and there is nothing of whose reality we are more certain than 
persons. Kant, indeed, held that obligations or, as he oddly called 
them, the moral law , are the one kind of facts about which, and 
on the ground of which, we could make s>7ithet]c judgments a prion 
that could be true not only of what he calls phenomenal reahty but 
of things m themselves. Nor is Price less emphatic in his condemna- 
tion of the "moral sense school.” 

One may have the pure moral experience in robbing the nch 
Peter to feed the star\ang Paul, and another in like situation might 
have It in resisting the temptation And this difference may be due, 
like tastes in scenery, to their environment or upbringing But once 
comince them that they have no duties to their neighbours and 
they could have no moral experience at all On the other hand, 
Colendge does not seem from his Ode to Dejection to have valued 
aesthetic expenence less for being comnneed that beauty lives in 
seeming. 

Hitherto, for brevity and clearness, I have used the words 
obligation and duty in a general and popular sense But certain 
objections, which might be suggested by the last paragraph, require 
to be met, and I believe can be met, by a more careful istinction. 
I do not feel these objections to be senous for my mam point, but 
no doubt they have contributed to make plausible the view that 
obligation is a misnomer for pecuhar feelings of pleasure m con- 
templatmg certain acts and characters. To begin with, obligations 
are m one sense mmd-dependent m that they would not exist if 
there were no minds. They are not physical things, nor the relations 
of phj^ical things or of animals to one another, if our idea of 
animal consciousness is correct. They arise out of the relations of 
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It is a platitude that thought implies a subject and an object: the 
subject IS the thinker, or the thiiddng mind, and the object is that 
which is thought about This is probably the most elementary fact 
of consciousness, comprehensible alike to the child, the unreflecting 
man of afiairs, and the philosopher, and it forms the natural starting- 
point for philosophy And indeed, one of the great divisions between 
philosoplucal systems is that which separates subjecti\'i5m on one 
hand from objectivism (more often called by the indefinite and over- 
burdened name, realism) on the other Subjectmsm professes to 
interpret the object in terms of the subject, and objectivism professes 
to interpret the subject in terms of the object. 

It IS perhaps ultra vtres for one who is not a philosopher to make 
a comprehensive statement about philosophic^ systems, and I do 
so with full consciousness that my knowledge of the history of 
philosophy is lacking in both extension and depth. Nevertheless, 
even a superficial survey is sufficient to show that, as a general rule, 
the difference between so-called subjective and objective systems 
does not correspond to the difierence between the subject and object 
which are the necessary elements of thought, but relates to alter- 
native methods of dealing with what is entirely objective. For 
example, the duality of inmd and matter — thinking tlungs and 
extended things — introduced by Descartes is generally considered 
to have ongmated two opposite schools of thought, idealism and 
realism. The idealists sought to explain matter in terms of mind, and 
the realists sought to explain mind in terms of matter. But both 
mind and matter here are, with respect to the process of thought, 
objective. They both belong to the complex of things about wMch 
the philosopher thinks They are together set objectively before him, 
and if he elects to give mmd the more fundamental status in bis 
philosophy, and thereupon rails himself a subjectivist, be no more 
brings the objective field of his mental operations into lus 
subjective self than does his brother, the materialist, who makes the 
opposite classification. 

The reason for this anomaly is not difficult to see. By "mind” we 

« Lectnre delivered to the BritiA Institute of PMosophy at Uni^-ersity 
College, on January i8, 1938. 
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do not, A\hen speaking of the Cartesian duality, mean the mind of 
the thinker, but something which is manifested in many indiv’idual 
examples, and is distinguished from matter mainly by the fact that 
the thinker apprehends it by other faculties than those (which w e 
call “the senses") which reveal matter to him Even to Berkeley 
there were A’s mind, B's mind, . and the mind of God, which 
served, equally with his own mind which thought of them, to guar- 
antee the existence of extended things. But mind, regarded as the 
subject of thought, is simply the mind of the thinker. AH other 
so-<^ed mmds are objective to him, and therefore should not, for 
the purposes of philosophy, be regarded as precisely equiv’alent to 
his own mind It is only the thinker’s mmd that is the subject of 
thought It is the aggregate of all minds that is set against the 
aggregate of all matter in the Cartesian system 

The first step towards unconfused thinking, then, is to distinguish 
the mmd of the thinker from the objective aggregate of minds about 
which he thinks It is not. however, the final step, because the 
thinker can think of his own mind, and in that act he must therefore 
be both subject and object This confusion can be removed only by 
analj'smg the mind of the thinker into subjective and objective 
elements The objective elements can then go into the general 
objective world, where they must stand on a par \nth the minds of 
other people, and the subjective elements alone must form the 
subject of thought 

This analysis is made automatically by Tiwie, which makes possible 
all consciousness, including self-consaousness. MTien 'T" am think- 
ing of "myself,” the subject, “1,” is always at the present moment, 
whereas the object, “mysef/,’' about irhich I think, is m the past, 
‘'m5'self” is simply the past states of ‘'I” (or what we call the 
"future” states if I care to speculate) Time makes an inevitable 
separation of the subjective "I” from the objective "myself"; that 
part of my mind which (to use a famihar metaphor) travels with 
time is the subject, "I”; that part of my mind which remams behind 
m the past, and which "I” remembers, is the object, "myself ” As 
such, myself belongs to the same class of objects as other persons. 
They also are separated from "I” in time, for smce they are neces- 
sarily at different places, my knowledge of them, like my memory 
of myself, must refer to a previous instant of time, when the messen- 
ger — flight, sound, or whatever it is — ^which brings me that knowledge 
issued from them 

This division, of what is usually regarded as the unity of my mind, 
mto an eternally present subject, "I," and an objectiv’e "myself” 
consisting of its past states, enables us to regard the process of 
philosophirmg m definite relation to the subject-object duality. 
In philosophizing, the relevant part of the subject, "I,” is the logical 
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faculty, the reason, and the objective world about which “I" thinks 
consists of his past e5:perience and whatever he can, as we say, 
“infer” from it by rational processes. This corresponds to the fact 
that the principles of logic, bke the subject, “I,” are timeless; they 
are eternally present. We do not say that i + 1 = 2 at some 
particular time, and we do not regard a man as even possibly a 
prophet who says that next Christmas i + i ^^ill be equal to 3 . 
The principles of logic are true now, and “now” is the eternal 
characteristic of the subjective “1.” On the other hand, everydlung 
about which “I” thinks, on which he exercises logical thought, has 
a location in time Each of the experiences which I indude in 
“myself” occurred to me at some moment or finite duration of time. 
A man who tells me that next Christmas the objective "myself” 'till 
be in Egypt is not ob'dously talking nonsense. All my experience, 
as soon as it becomes the object of thought, is elsewhere in time: "I,” 
uath the rules of logic, am ^ways now. 

This subject-object distinction must be preserved consistently 
in our thinking if we are to avoid contradictions. We cannot think 
without implying this distinction, and we must therefore be careful 
not to confuse the subject with the object in the system of thought 
we create. What I am suggesting is that, when w'e philosopluze, 
logic (or reason) is the subjective element; and experience, out of 
which W’e form our notions of ourselves and other people and things, 
is the objective element ; and that the two elements are automatic^y 
distinguished by their relation to time, which is a necessary condition 
of consciousness. On one band we have subjective reason, with 
principles which it is obviously nonsense to regard as located in 
time, and, on the other, objective exj>erience, which happened at 
more or less defimte times, and which the rational subject, in the 
process of forming a philosophy, tries to bring into a rational system 
yo’i- then, m order to make the ideas as definite as possible, 
to form a mental picture of these two elements in philosophy as 
totinct entities Subjective reason, with its timeless rules of thought, 
IS the active agent, bringing rational order into the passwe chaos 
of experience. Experience is passive because, however vivid it may 
be as spontaneous experience, it is dead memory of experience when 
reason begins to operate on it, it has had its day, its location in time 
Other experiences may occur 1iV«» it, but the experience which is the 
object of thought is essentially past. Out of that chaos of past 
experience reason constructs m^elf, you, tables, chairs, stars, and 
the rest of the world, and tries to set them all in order. The 'wnous 
bits of experience are like the pieces of a jig-saw puzzle. The solver, 
reason, fits them into poation, starting at many different points 
and obtaining many isolated groups of connected pieces, which he 
calls the various sciences, theology, aesthetics, and so on. The state 
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‘Look here upon this picture, and on this ” The first b the picture 
we have just seen The second picture, so far as it can be dearly 
delineated, represents the unsatisfactoiy philosophical framework 
into which we ordinarily tr>’ to fit the achievements of sdence 
There is again a duality On one hand we have mvid. and on the 
other the exienial t4.orld divided into two parts by an opaque curtain 
Mind tnes to apprehend the external world The part of that world 
in front of the curtam it has already apprehended , the part behind 
IS the unknown, and the operations of mind consist m pushing the 
curtain back so as to bring more and more of the external world 
into the foreground of the known We must suppose the curtam 
piermeable by the objects which make up the external world, because 
mind cannot move them or alter their essential nature in any way; 
it can only "know” them — that is, push the curtain through them 
Some objects may not be able to pass through the curtain They 
remam permanently on the far side, and are called ‘ 'unknowable. ” 
They may. nevertheless, be there just as truly as the objects which 
are known The position of the thinker and his fellows is ambiguous 
vn this pictwie They are wxlwied in mind, hecavise it is they who seek 
to know the world, but also they' are a part of the world, because 
they seek to know themselves and each other This was a source of 
perplexity to Professor Macmurray m the last lecture of series, 
it IS the confusion already noted, that must occur when the subject- 
object duahty is associated with the incompatible duality consisting 
of mmd and the external world Further, the distinction between the 
thinker and other persons is not, and cannot be, represented; he is 
mcluded with them m the pusher, and his distinctive subjective 
quality is lost. 
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The contrast between reason and experience, which is fondamen^ 
to the first picture, is not inexpressible rn terms oi the second, h . 
when delineated, it is inconspicuous^ Reason and expen=«^m 
there rimply alternative instruments by means oi which Wsleig 
may be oWdned ; they are the tivo hands with whi* mind I>n 
the curtain back. In other words, we may gel to know the esi™ 
world either by observation— experiencing it— or by logic 
about It There has been much discussion concerning which is m 
more tnistworthy instrument, and the battle between empm 
and rationahsm has been waged with an uitensity rather out o 
proportion to the importance of a question about a mere 
methods. It seems as though the combatants were suheonse ously 
aware that they were concerned with something much , 

mental than the '‘mind-matter" view of the philosophic p 


The thesis I want to uphold in this lecture is that the intell 
activities which we call science and philosophy can be pr^ J 
described only in terms of the first picture, and that what 
and philosophers have actually been doing has been ge 
misrepresented by the attempt to describe it in terms of the s • 
We are so accustomed to regarding ourselves as minds learning 
much as we can of a pre-established, independently existmg w 
of mind and matter, and our language has shaped itself so comp e J 
to meet the needs of this view, that it is pedantic, except in 
mental philosophical or scientific discussions, to speak othe 
than in conformity therewith Nevertheless, if we are to so ve 
present problems ive must do so If we examine the scientific situa > 

for example, we find that the difficulty is not in going ahea o 
knoiving what to do — there never w-as a time when u j 

rapid — but in understanding what it is that is being done. 
want to show is that this is a difficulty only because we try to un e 
stand it in terms of the second picture instead of the first. _ 
Psychology is perhaps the branch of science in which tins is m 
readily seen. In terms of the mind-matter picture, 
almost impossible It is defined as the study of the mmd; hu 
is that wWch studies, and we are at once in confusion. This ^ 
sideration has prevented even the beginnings of a 
psychology until our own day, and even now, ivhen such a ^ ^ 

is actually in existence, its incompatibility %vith the second pi ^ 
leads able philosophers, such as Professor Maemurray, j^o 

like the sceptical spectator of the hippopotamus, that ^ jg_ 

such animal. But in terms of the first picture the situation p s ^ 
The psychologist employs his reason to examine his experien • 
does not examine reason; it is no part of the psychological 
to criticize the law of contradiction. He forms himself, ^ ' 
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other people, out of experience, and does not hesitate even to form 
several “himselves” if the concept of multiple personality helps to 
make his experience rational All this is quite unintelligible in terms 
of the mind-body duality 

But I am concerned this evening, not with psychology, but with 
physics Here also it is the first picture that is most simply and 
naturally adapted to the history of the subject, but until quite 
recent times it has been possible to express the progress of physics 
m terms of the second, and physicists. I thmk without exception, 
have done so The subjective agent, the physicist, pushes back the 
curtain to reveal as much as he can of the physical w’orld The growth 
of the scheme of physics is the bnnging of more and more of that 
world into the known foreground, and the objects which successively 
appear there are all alike in being parts of the same independently 
existing structure Two hundred years ago the planet Uranus and 
the atom were behind the curtain The physicist pushed with the 
right hand of experience, and Uranus came into view, he pushed 
with the left hand of reason, and the atom appeared But he saw no 
essential difference between Uranus and the atom, corresponding to 
the fact that they had been revealed by different means They were 
of the same nature — the nature of the physical world, as Sir Arthur 
Eddington calls it m a descnption in wliich he treats them as having 
precisely the same status m the physical scheme 
As I have said, this view of the matter involved no msuperable 
difficulties until recent times So lightly, in fact, had we come to 
regard the distinction between expenence and reason, that if a 
physicist, chosen at random, had b^n asked by which instrument 
the electron W'as discovered, the chances are heavily in favour of his 
answering, "By expenence,” because its discovery was associated 
with a physical experiment The fact that what the experiment 
showed was not electrons, but such things as green luminosity on 
glass tubes, wnuld have been held to be trivial, and anyone bold 
enough to hint at it would have been dismissed as a tiresome quibbler 
But now the whirligig of tune has brought in his revenges. This 
electron, this bit of the physical world cognate with the immortal 
stars, is a wave on Mondays and a particle on Tuesdays; it is too 
small to see ivith one eye, while to the other it oscillates throughout 
the whole of space There is only one thing to be done if the second 
picture is to be saved These appearances must be explained away 
as mere protuberances on the surface of a mainly inscrutable "real” 
electron. They are able to pierce the curtain, but it is impervious to 
the rest of the structure, and further embarrassment is avoided by 
denying the possibility of knowledge of what the electron is in itself. 
Why we should think it worth while to push when "reality” is 
inaccessible is a question that is still in the category of quibbles. 
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But this is merely a particular example of the incongruity of the 
second picture. There is a much more general difficulty, arising 
from what has been called “the principle of uncertainty,” accordii^ 
to which not electrons only, but the whole of the physical world is 
unknowable because the act of knowing necessarily changes it m an 
unknowable way. Eat of the tree of knowledge, and Paradise is no 
longer Paradise. The protuberant superficial particle, as well as the 
hidden real electron, escapes us, for we cannot know where it is 
until it is elsewhere WTien an object passes from behind the curtain 
to the front, it becomes something else, and knowledge is no longer 
knowledge but transmutation. To such a pass have we been reduced 
by the attempt to express the progress of physics in terms of a 
gradual discovery of an independent world by means of reason and 
experience And all the time we are learning more and more, and 
bringing more and more of our observations into a rational system. 

In order to understand these anomalies we must describe the first 
picture in rather more detail We have the active agent, re^n, 
fittmg together into a regular pattern the passive bits of experience 
which form its raw matenal let us first of all identify these bits 
of experience, which are unalterable in themselves, the function of 
reason being restricted to the establishment of relations between 
them We often say that what we experience — what we ''obser%'e 
— m physics are objects such as stones and metals and stars, but that 
is not so The physicist takes no interest in a material object as such, 
he IS concerned primarily with the sense data which go to compose 
the material object, and he deals with them separately, quite ignoMg 
their conunon*sense association into stones and such things. Consider, 
for example, two pieces of matter, such as a drop of ink and a piece 
of chalk For simphcity we can ignore most of their qualities, sad 
regard one simply as a black fluid and the other as a white solid 
But physics does not so treat them. It does not take a black fluid 
and a white sohd as two unit pieces of the puzzle and try to fit them 
into position It takes instead the blackness of the ink and the 
whiteness of the chalk, and fits them into a partly completed portion 
of the puzzle which it calls “the science of optics” ; and. sirculatiy' 
it takes the fluidity of the ink and the solidity of the chalk, and 
works them into another partly completed portion of the pi^rie 
which it calls "kinetic theory.” It constructs laws of optics whii^ 
show a rational relation between the blackness and the whiteness m 
terms of the optical properties of some external source of illumination 
and such things, but it forms no laxvs of ink which show a rational 
relation between the blackness and the fluidity of that substance. 
The common-sense unity of the ink and that of the chalk are ignoreo^ 
and the component sense data which go to form those objects ar 
separated out and re-associated in quite a different \vay. We mus 
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regard the individual pieces of the puzzle, then, as sense data — sights, 
sounds, motions, tastes, and the rest — ^and not as the familiar 
material objects of the world of common sense. 

We now come to an important detail in which our analogy of the 
Jig-saw puzzle must be slightly modified In those subtle devices 
for wasting the philosopher’s time, the pieces fit directly into one 
another, with no connecting medium at all That is not the ivay in 
which the physicist correlates sense data He does not join the 
blackness of the mk directly with the whiteness of the chalk He 
forms an auxiliary concept called "hght," which he defines in such 
a way that it gives nse to the sensation of blackness m one set of 
circumstances and to the sensation of whiteness in another Similarly, 
he forms concepts of "molecular forces" which are responsible for 
fluidity and solidity These concepts must be clearly distinguished 
from the sense data themselves Light is not a sense datum; the 
sensation of sight is the sense datum, and light is the agency which 
we postulate in order to "account for" it The postulation of light 
is an act of reason, but sense data are given to us m expenence 

We must regard our puzzle-solver, then, as having at his disposal 
two kinds of things There are, first, the unit pieces of the puzzle 
— sense data — which he must accept as they are He cannot alter 
them in any way, and his object is to connect them together into a 
rational unity And, secondly, there are other pieces — clips, if you 
like — which he can use for jouung the sense data together in rational 
relationship. These he creates for himself, and he can alter them m 
any w’ay he wishes so long as he does so consistently, that is to say, 
if he alters the character, the definition, of the clip called “light,” 
for example, to facilitate the connection of blackness with whiteness, 
he must make that same alteration in all the clips called light m the 
partly completed section of the puzzle called "optics ” It may happen 
that this is embarrassing — that, for instance, he may find that one 
definition of light will connect half the sensations of colour together, 
and another defimtion will connect the other half. He must then 
separate the two groups, go on adding sense data to each as far as 
he can, and wait for farther progress to show how the clips may be 
modified so as to unite the groups agam 

These two tj'pes of entity — the pieces and the clips — are respec- 
tively the empincal and the rational elements in the objective world 
of physics The pieces are the individual sense data of the physicist 
— unchangmg, unalterable, "impotent pieces of the game he plays." 
The cbps are concepts, they mclude light, space, physical time, 
electrons, mass, and many other famihar elements of the physical 
scheme, and they are created and modified and destroyed at the 
will of the physicist acting as subjective reason 

The fundamental difficulty of understanding modem physics 
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comes from the fact that, because we have groNvn so accustomed to 
the second picture, these tw’o elements have become hopelessly 
confused. In terms of that picture there is only one kind of element 
— the ordinary material object, which may be revealed by either 
reason or experience or both, the labour being suitably divided. 
Individual sense data, as such, are ignored, and the material object 
as a whole is taken as the type of all that is physically sigmficant. 
An electron and a star and mass and space and all the rest are alike 
things existing independently in the objective world, and we strive 
to understand their nature, although we have proved that it is 
incomprehensible The suggestion that an electron and a star are 
not of the same nature — that one is a pure creation of reason and the 
other an association of a few sense data clipped together by concepts 
such as space and phyacal time — is rejected because, although 
obviously true, it does not conform to the picture. 

And yet. if we could only become simple-minded enough, there is 
nothing that is easier than to distinguish the elements of experience 
from those of reason. The former are simple sense data which we 
cannot change because the passage of time immediately removes 
them from our control, and the latter are ideas which we form and 
transform at our discretion A particular sensation of green or of 
sourness is just what it is; we cannot alter it— we can only try to 
"explain” it, le. connect it rationally with other sensations. Con- 
cepts, on the other hand, we alter with absolute freedom within the 
bounds of reason Light is a w'ave or a particle or whatever we want 
it to be in order to correlate our experiences Space is Euclidean, or 
Riemannian, or Lobatchewskyan, or what not, according to the 
same necessity Physical tune is one thing to one “observer" and 
another thing to another Electrons are goodness knows what, an 
I have no time to enumerate all the things they have been. And ma^ 
according to the second picture the one fundamental, inviolable 
property of the material object — is first made a dependant on 
velodty, and then, m general relativity, abolished altogether. AH 
this is history; it is not a hypothesis about what may happen; it 
happened And it has happened by rational action on the part 
physicist He did not look at mass — ^get experience of it — m order 
to change it; he changed it spontaneously by his o\vn rational act. 
in order to connect experiences together. 

We can now see quite simply, I think, what the modem 
paradoxes mean. Take the difficulty that the electron must be both 
a wave and a particle. This is only a difficulty so long as we regard 
an electron as an independently existing physical object whose 
pre-established nature ws try to discover. If that were true there 
would, of course, be a real difficulty, because the properties of waves 
and those of particles are incompatible. But the electron is not an 
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iudependentl}’ existing physical object. Historj’ tells us that « e have 
invented it ; it is a clip, and not one of the pieces of the puzzle. 
\^'hen we say that it is a wave, we mean that the concept of a wave 
is a suitable chp for connecting together a large number of pieces 
of the puzzle, and when we say that it ts a particle, we mean that 
the concept of a particle is a suitable clip for connecting together a 
large number of the other pieces of the puzzle But that is qmte 
normal; we have never expected the same concept to connect all 
experiences together That is perhaps an ideal to be aimed at as the 
completion of physics, but in working towards it we are content with 
light for optics, uith space and time for kinematics, and so on. The 
whole difficulty, then, with the wave and the particle is simply that 
we have given them the same name call them by different names, 
and the difficulty disappears 

The conclusion that the famous paradox of modem phj'sics exists 
only because we have called different things by the same name may 
seem too simple to be true; yet I do not think it can be avoided 
In sajing that the e-xpenences rationalized by the two concepts are 
difierent experiences, I am not uiventing an explanation, I am 
simply statmg facts uhich are generally acknowledged by physicists. 
Here, for example, is a quotation from Professor C G. Darwm* 
'Tf we dexdse an e.xpenment which shows the u-ave properties, that 
experiment debars us from observing the particle properties at the 
same time, and tire versa " Or, in our own terms, the experiences 
which are connected together by the concept of a wave cannot be 
connected together bj* the concept of a particle, and lire lersa » And 
again “An electron is a particle ‘and/or’ a wave. We must be 
ready all the tim e to think of it as either or both, but we must not 
miv the ide^ ” Nothing could be clearer. But when Professor 
Darwin goes on to say “There is nothing of the same kind anywhere 
else in scientific thought" (p S3), I cannot agree with him , because 
I thmk there is nothing of any other kind in scientific thought Wg 
can think of “light” as the etheriai wave which makes possible sight, 
or as the aerial ware which makes posnble hearing, but we must not 
mix the ideas. We do not, of course, mix these piarticular ideas 
because we call the second kind oi “light,” “sound" ; but that is the 
only difference between the two cases. Light is used to rationalize 
certain sense experiences, and sound to rationalize otheis. Sunilarlj’, 
the wave electron is used to rationalize certain sense experiences, 
and the particle electron to rationalize others Give them different 
names, and the correspondence with light and sound is complete. 

Of course, there is a reason why we gave light and sound different 
names, and the wave electron and particle electron the same name it 
is not simple imbecflity. The reason js that the sense data rationalized 

■ The Xe% Ccneeptions oj MatUr (1931). p So = Ihid , p S2 
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by light and by sound are obviously of different kinds, whereas those 
rationalized by the concept of electrons appear at first to be of the 
same kind. Consequently (speaking in terms of our jig-saw picture) 
we started from the beginning to build sights into one pattern and 
noises into a quite different one, and the clips suitable for these two 
isolated portions of the complete design were not expected to be 
the same. The history of the electron, however, is somewhat different. 
We began to correlate certain sense data by means of the particle 
electron, and quite a respectable pattern soon grew up. A time came, 
however, when other sense data, apparently of the same kind, could 
be joined on only by clips with different properties — those of waves 
The proper thing to do. of course, would have been to start a new 
group, disregarding the superficial similarity between the sense 
data, and keepmg the pattern made possible by the particle clips 
separate from that made possible by the wave dips. But physicists 
could not do that because they were obsessed by the second of our 
pictures, according to which the electron was a definite, independent, 
unique thing. Rather than take the traditional scientific coumCr 
therefore, they elected to regard it as a contradiction, and, making 
a virtue of necessity, many of them congratulated themselves on 
having discovered scientifically that the universe ^vas essentially 
mysterious. 

I wish it were possible to trace out the history of the electron, to 
show how it is that sense data, apparently of the same kind, could 
require to be separated into different groups needing different 
concept chps to hold them together. The process is far too compU' 
cated, however, for brief treatment, but fortunately it can be lUns* 
trated by a simpler example in which precisely the same thing ha^ 
happened, except that physicists have not in this case fallen into 
error, but have actually formed the separate groups required. ^ ^ 
to the case of motion of free bodies. We observe movements, an 
these constitute our sense data, the unit pieces of our puzzle. ' o 
then form certain concepts— space, time, mass— by means of vbjcn 
we can bring them into a ^stem the arrangement of the connecting 
clips for this purpose is known as the ‘'laws of mechanical motion,^ 
and^ the pattern includes the movements of the planets, of falliDS 
bodies, of projectiles, and many other things. 

But now, there are some movements that do not fit into the scheme 
to take an example, there are the movements of magnets in 3 
magnetic field. I describe them in these terms so that you shan 
understand at once what 1 am talking about, but. simply as mov^ 
ments, they are indistmguishable from the movements of 
apples : and, apart from the laws which we have had to arrive at uy 
exercising our reason on the data, we should not know on 
kind of movement from the other. Now these magnetic movemen 
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will not join on to the group of mechanical ones. You can take a 
magnet, measure its mass in the approved fashion, give it a definite, 
known velocity at a known place and time, and calculate the move- 
ment which the laws of mechanics require, and you will find that it 
will not exhibit that movement. 

Physicists have therefore kept these magnetic movements apart 
from the purely mechanical ones they have created additional 
concepts of “magnetism" and “magnetic field,’’ and started to form 
a new pattern in \\hich these new’ concepts are used as connecting 
chps. And the essential point m all this is that there is no justifi- 
cation whatever for this separate treatment of similar sense data 
except that it works. Jlagnetic movements bear no label to distm- 
guish them from mechanical ones We cannot look at a magnet and 
obsen’e its magnetism, or at the surrounding space and observe a 
magnetic field There is no evidence whatever for the reahty of these 
thmgs except that they enable us to bnng order into certain move- 
ments which disobey the laws followed by others W^e are, in fact, 
busy now’ trying to abolish magnetism For many years Emstein 
and others have been trying to formulate a ’‘unified field theory” 
which will include magnetic and electncai movements m the laws 
of mechamcs, and if they succeed, "magnetism” and “magnetic 
field" will pass into nothingness 

All this IS meaningless m terms of the second picture Accordmg 
to that picture we are engaged in learning all we can about magnet- 
ism, which is some entity existing in its own right, and which is 
now partly behind and partly in front of the curtain The fact that 
we have never had any expenence of it. and that all that we can say 
about it IS derived from our attempts to make our experience of 
movements rational, is regarded as unimportant, it merely means 
that we are discovering it by pushing the left hand mstead of the 
nght. The fact that when we have brought more of it to the front 
it may all disappear, as mass did when general relativity came into 
view, can only, in terms of the second picture, be regarded as another 
example of the essential mystenousness of the universe 

Now let us compare this example of magnetism wath the case of 
the electron. In the former we have movements, originally mdistm- 
guishable, which we can fit together if we divide them mto two 
groups, one connected by the chps, mass, space, time (or space-time 
alone m the latest arrangement), and the other by these same clips 
with the addition of others. We have condescended to make this 
division, and have made much progress m consequence. In the other 
case (that of the electron) we agam have expenences, too complex 
to describe briefly, but again of a smgle kind. Here, however, we 
have not divided in order to conquer. Although one group can be 
correlated by means of the concept of a particle, and the remainder 
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If we had treated movements in the same ^ 3^ ; ^jead of that 
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some matter was magnetic and i „„„aaries of my 
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are called blind because they can be predicted, movements which 
cannot be predicted must not be called blind. Molecules have nothing 
to do with the matter, they are conceptions introduced to correlate 
phenomena other than movements What we are concerned with 
are the movements of pieces of matter like human bodies and stars, 
and we find that we can predict the movements of dead human 
bodies and stars, but not those of hving human bodies A child 
could have silenced Tennyson’s Maid of Sorrow by reminding her 
that she was no star Perhaps in those days children were too genteel 
for that , if so, Victorian gentility has no greater cnme laid to its 
charge 

The reason for this ghastly illusion is again the dommation which 
the false second picture held over the minds of everj'one In terms 
of the first picture, where the actual experiences, the observed 
movements, are taken as given, and laws are created by reason to 
brmg the movements together into a rational system, it cannot even 
be expressed. Laws are valid just so far as they fulfil their purpose 
of rationalizing experiences, and no farther But in the second picture, 
laws are objective existences which we bring to light by pushing 
back the curtain: and matter, which they control, must be all alike 
in Its subjection to them because it forms, dead and Uvmg alike, the 
objective element of the fundamental duahty Hence, if some 
matter appears lawless, that is only because we have not yet pushed 
the curtain back far enough to reveal its law’s completely This was 
a pure assumption, of course, but there had to be something corre- 
sponding to our hope that all experience is rational. The tragedy of 
the second picture is that that hope can be realized only by making 
us the slai’es of alien forces, for we ourselves, the pusher of the 
curtain, are also matter in the objective world But in the first picture 
the forces which control our objective selves are not alien, but of 
our own creation, and we, as subjective rational agents, stand outside 
them. We can escape the submission of our objective selves to them 
when we ^vlsh — by becoming irrational For my own part I have 
no desire to do so 

The extent to W'hich the second picture still perverts our thinking 
is nowhere more evident than m the recent attempts to solve the 
dilemma by an appeal to the principle of uncertamty. It is said that 
because we cannot predict the mechanical movements of matter 
with absolute preasion, our wills may be free But the principle of 
uncertamty is essentially a restnction on what we can know, not on 
what actually ts, so that it really has nothing to do ivith the matter. 
This ostnch method of escajie from an imagmary problem is one of 
the most curious features of modem mental activity. 

I want to refer in conclusion to another very important question 
concemmg the rational and the empirical, which can be elucidated 
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immediately when considered in relation to our first picture. There 
is a tendency among some modem physicists to regard the business 
of science as the discovery of law3 of nature by pure reason, apart 
from experience. Readers of Nature may remember that about six 
months ago this question was discu^d in that journal, and it 
in fact, in the throes of the resulting controversy that I chose the 
subject before us for my lecture this evening. Perhaps that may be 
accepted as my excuse for referring briefly to my o^vn part therein. 

The point which it seemed to me important to maintain was that 
the practice of formulating arbitrary principles unrelated to experi- 
ence, and proceeding to make purely rational deductions theretom, 
was not a process which could properly be called science; and that 
to make use of existing facilities for scientific publication and 
research in order to promote such practices, was illegitimate. I could 
have stated my case most simply and clearly in terms of our first 
picture, but since that is as yet unfamiliar, and almost all scientists 
think in terms of the second — and since, further, space forbade a 
preliminary description of the appropriate picture — I could only 
translate my contention into terms compatible wtb the second 
picture — i e. uith the idea that science is an attempt to discover the 
character of an independent objective world assumed to be governed 
by independent objective laws. In the ensuing discussion, certain 
points were raised which could not be properly answered in such 
terms because they were really concerned nith the inadequacy of 
the second picture itself. I want, therefore, in the more advantageous 
position in which I am now situated, very briefly to reconsider the 
question in both sets of terms. 

If we choose the second picture, the point does not seem of 
fundsraental importance. Whether we push back the curtain vith 
the right hand of experience, or with the left hand of reason, is 
rather trivial so long as it is pushed back and the nature of the 
physical world is revealed. The chief reason which is then available 
for insisting on the claims of experience is a historical one. The 
hegmniiigs of modem science were characterized by a very successful 
effort by the extreme right, that which was brought into view by 
the left party being shown to be illusion and not knowledge. For 
example, reason formulated principles such as that the heavens were 
incorruptible and unalterable, while the earth was corruptible an 
variable; that a circle >vas the most perfect figure; and so on. From 
this it followed that the Sun must be spotless, and the orbits of the 
planets circular. That was what was brought into view by pushing 
back the curtain on the left. Pushing on the right, however, sboued 
that the Sun was not spotless and the orbits of the planets were no 
circular. It is the second revelation, and not the first, that we now 
universally call knowledge. 
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It is precisely this same controversy that is now revived. To take 
a particular example, Professor Milne, of Oxford, has formulated a 
principle which may be expressed briefly as requiring that observ’ers 
everjT^here in the universe observe, on the large scale, the same 
course of events, so that it would be impossible for anyone to know 
where he was. There is no evidence for this principle, for we do not 
know even that there are any observers other than terrestrial ones 
The principle is therefore preasely equivalent to the principle that 
the heavens are incorruptible, and derives the same a prion plausi- 
bility from the present terms of physical theories that the other 
prmciple deriv’ed from the climate of mediaeval thought. Professor 
Jlilne than proceeds to argue that we may arrive at truth by rational 
deduction from this principle, or similar ones, without recourse to 
expenence We are forced to conclude, therefore, that if an observer 
should be discovered empirically who had a difierent view of the 
universe from ours, his existence would have to be denied The 
objection which the second picture allows us to make to this conten- 
tion is that, as a matter of ^story, Science is the name given to the 
view which, m such a conflict, accepts the revelations of expenence 
and not those of reason. 

But It is in terms of the first picture that the matter is seen m 
the clearest light Saence is there seen as the arranging of expenence 
into a rational system Reason can create connectmg chps as it 
wishes, and the particular set of clips which is able to umte a certain 
group of expenences into a system forms the law of nature appro- 
priate to that group. To say that the system could be formed \nthout 
the experiences would obviously be nonsense- expenences are the 
data of the problem, and the clips are created to conform to them. 
Reason could, of course, form clips (i e concepts) without considenng 
the experiences — -m pure mathematics, as well as m the act of 
mventing arbitrary principles, it does so — but m so domg it is 
engaged m qmte another activity, which should bear its own name. 
To call the blmd creation of clips a means of finding out how expen- 
ences can be ordered, when the experiences themselves are ignored, 
is absurd. Professor Milne’s cosmological prmciple is an arbitrary 
creation ol reason, and the forms which its own nature enables it to 
take may inspire a pleasant logical exercise, but that is something 
essentially different from saence. In terms of the first picture, we 
have no longer a conflict between different methods for achievnng 
the same end; the question is whether we shall seek to rationalize 
experiences, or amuse ourselv’es with fancies. I am not gomg to 
discuss the relative merits of the two occupations, but I should like 
to msist strongly that existmg scientific societies were established 
and endowed for the encouragement of the former. 

Sir Arthur Eddington’s position in this matter is most interesting. 
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He maintains that ‘‘there is notbii^ in the whole system of laws of 
physics that cannot be deduced unambiguously from epistemological 
considerations.” Like Professor Milne, therefore, he is concerned 'vith 
reason alone, and not with experience, but, unlike Professor Milne, 
he does not create arbitrary principles on which reason can operate; 
he thinks rather that reason, by its o\vn nature, can appear as 
physical lau^s — that those la\vs are not so much created by as shaped 
out of reason. In terms of the second picture, in which he profess^y 
thinks, we must imagine the left hand, reason, as engaged, not in 
pushing the curtain back, but in reaching behind it and creating the 
physical uorld. The physicist, if he ivere intelligent enough, could 
without sight understand, from the movements of his left hand, what 
the structure of the world was, and when the right hand of experi- 
ence pushed back the curtain to reveal it, only the superfidal 
colouring would be novel- in the essentials of substance and structure, 
the mind of the physicist would merely have regained from nature 
what it had previously put in 

It is not su^rising that this conception appears to many as 
utterly fantastic, and Pddington as the victim of illusions. I am 
inclined to think, however, that it is e\’idence of the highest genius. 
For let us consider how the conception appears in relation to our 
first picture. Here we see the laws of nature, just as Eddington 
conceives them, as the work of reason, they are the contribution, 
not of an external world, but of the physicist, the agent, and are 
essentially difierent from exp)eriences, which have to be accepted 
M they are. This is an elementary feature of the first picture, fcwf 
Eiixn^on has ieiuui il from the second. In spite of the limitations 
ai^ easential defects of that picture — which, so far as I know, no 
other scientific philosopher who adopts it has succeeded in trans- 
cendmg— he has seen into the heart of the matter, and has dared 
to become a fool that he may be wise. He has even, according to hia 

test pronoracements, reaUred that not only laws of nature, but 
al^ such things as protons and electrons, are creations of reason, 
^d, as he puts it, axe not j>arts of an objective imiverse. How he 
has seen through the intricate and obscure convolutions of the 
se^nd picture that so consistently obstructs his \-ision, and obser^'cd 
tins essenUal fact, I do not know, I can only, with genuine admiration, 
applaud the achievement. 

It seems to me very probable that the detailed eluddation of the 
paradoxes of modem quantum theory awaits Eddington's abandon- 
ment of the second picture for the firet. WTien his genius finds a field 
o operatioiis made to its measure, we may expect enlightenment. 

t present its activuties are not only hindered, but perverted. His 
realization of the truth that laws of nature are constructed by reason 
leads him to the error that reason might have constructed them 
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without experience. "An intelligence," he says, "unacquainted with 
our universe . . . should be able to attain all the knowledge of physics 
that we have attained by experiment.” A glance at the first picture 
IS sufficient to show the fallacy here. Such an intelligence could 
certainly construct the whole of physical theory, but it could also 
construct a thousand alternative physical theones It could form 
the laws of the universe of experience, and also the laws of Professor 
Milne’s universe and of any other universe it was able to imagine ; 
and, without experience, it would have no criterion for preferring 
one set of laws to another. Eddington’s statement is not wrong; it 
IS simply valueless The possessor of a dictionary should be able to 
write all the philosophical truths that can be expressed in the 
English language , but what is the use of that if he cannot distinguish 
them from errors^ 

There is much to say on this subject, in which physics and 
philosophy meet. I would recommend the first of my two pictures to 
the consideration of philosophers for tw'o reasons, first, because it 
shows a distinction between the subjective and the objective which 
corresponds directly to the distinction between subject and object 
which is necessary to thought, and secondly, because it provides the 
only philosophic^ form in which modem physics can be expressed 
without inconsistency 



WOULD PLATO HAVE APPROVED OF THE 
NATIONAL-SOCIALIST ST ATE ? ■ 

PHorzssoR R. F AURED HOERNLfi 

Like all my generation at Oxford, in the far-away years of the^ 
of the century, I received my first introduction to the Philoso^cal 
Theory of the State through the reading of Plato’s Republic. There 
followed Aristotle, Hobbes, Locke. Rousseau. Hegel, Bosanquet 
with a disapproving glance at Mill and Spencer. Alongside this 
survey of wudely varymg theories there ran a lively interest in the 
pohtics of the day under a ‘'democratic," i.e. parhamentary, s>^tem 
of government, with much experience of "democratic” methods m 
the running of various college and university societies, the 
of which were elected by the members, and the actions of which 
were determined, after discussion, by majority vote. 

If there was any connecting link, on the one band betn'cen the 
diverse theories themselves, and on the other hand between th«e 
theories and our actual democratic practice, it w'as perhaps thw. 
We accepted the Aristotelian prenusc that the State exists to 
the "good life” possible for its members; we were led on thence to 
the problem of "knowing” just what the good life in detail 
found Rousseau saying that the people always ahIIs the good, on 
does not always know what it is. Looking back from this 
Plato's Republic, we found him proposing to secure this knowing® 
in the persons of his finely br^ and highly trained philosopher- 
kings, who coupled with their knowledge the power to give efi^ 
to it in the ruling of the State by having the support of an arm 
body of "auxiharies” or “helpers ” Looking forward to Hegel an ^ 
Bosanquet, we found ourselves told that this knowledge is concrete J 
embodied in the established institutions and laws of the 
expressing that "general will" which is. by defimtion, the will 
the good of the community as a whole Turmng our backs, then, on 
Plato’s philosophic dictators, we made a contact between ^ 
"general wiU” doctrine and the current "democratic” theory an 
practice, by lookmg upon the machinery of parliamentary gmem 
ment as the institutional organ for continuous adjustment, i c- 
maintaining, or modifying where necKsary, the whole institutio 

t The substance of this paper was d^vered, as a Presidential 
before the Philosophical Society of the Uiuversity of the W'ltwate 
Johannesburg, South Afnca, in April. 1937. 
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framework so as to keep on realizing the "good life” in a changing 
world. 

In other words, we idealized democracy in its parliamentary form, 
and in this mood excused Plato's severe strictures on democracy on 
the ground that they applied only to democracy as he had knowm it, 
1 e to government by primary assembhes of all citizens. And from 
his advocacy of an enlightened dictatorship we carried away only 
the ideals of teamed efficiency, devotion to duty, and pubhc spirit 
o%-erridmg the acquisitive motive, which ideals we took to be 
adequately realized m a healthy Civil Service 

What a dictatorship, even a Platonic one, in practice W’ould be 
like, and how it would impact on our democratic habits of thought 
and action, we hardly tried to imagme Histoncal examples of 
dictatorship or autocratic rule looked to us more like what Plato 
had called "ijianny,” in contrast with the rule of philosopher-kings. 
The last thing we then expected was that we should live to see 
great modem states governed by dictators, or that once more 
dictatorship should be deliberately put fonvard as the salvation of 
humanity from the evils of democracy Just here hes the sting our 
modem dictators claim in effect to be. not ‘‘tyrants,'’ but philosopher- 
kings. men with a Welianschauung, with a scheme for the spintual 
salvation of their peoples, with a formulated theory of what is good 
for their peoples, or even for humanity as a whole, men who justify 
their unscrupulous use of force, tbeir ruthlessness m mouldmg their 
subjects to the pattern of their ideals and in stampmg out aU 
opposition, precisely by the good that they seek to realize, not for 
themselves personally, but for the peoples ov'er whom they rule 
This present-day histone expenence bnngs Plato's theory from 
heaven down to earth, and invites us to a companson which may 
illuminate his theory by modem practice, and vice versa Hence, the 
real topic which I wish to discuss under the cover of the title of this 
address is the theory and practice of dictatorship, makmg Plato’s 
theory and modem practice mutually throw light on each other 
I shall draw my illustrations of contemporary dictatorship from 
National-Socialist Germany, because I happen to have some first- 
hand knowledge of the w'orking of dictatorship there Had I equal 
knowledge of the Itahan, or again the Russian, systems. I might 
have used either of them just as effectively for the purpose of this 
study 


We may conv’emently enter upon our study by meeting, at the 
very outset, a possible but irrelevant objection. I am sure to be 
asked "Do you seriously mean to surest that Plato’s philosopher- 
kings w’ould have been men like Mussolini and Hitler, like Lenin or 
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Stalin, or that they would have held the theories of any one of 
these? And, if you do not mean this, is not the bottom knocked 
out of your comparison?” 

My reply to this objection is twofold. In the first place, I am 
interested in a companson of systems, methods, techniques of 
government, of the devices of organization and education by wluch 
dictators, inspired by a Weltanschauung (be it that of Plato or any 
other), impose that Weltanschauung on the community over which 
they rule and secure its acceptance — ^if not in the sense of conviction 
of its truth, then at least in the sense of conformity to it in practice. 

And, secondly, we have to note that our modem dictators stand 
to their loyal followers, to those who “believe” in them, in exactly 
the same position m which Plato's philosopher-kings would ha\e 
stood to the lower orders in Plato’s Ideal State. Plato postulates for 
the stability and cohesion of his State through the rank and file of 
his citizen-body the virtue of '‘sophrosyne," i.e. that "healthy- 
tmndedness” one of the aspects of w'hich is the '‘agreement” of the 
citizens that the philosopher-kings ate fittest to rule, and that it is 
the citizens' duty to obey unquestiomngly what m their ''wisdom” 
(which IS knowledge of what is for the good of the city as a whole) 
the philosopher-kings ordain Plato’s rank-and-file citizen is, for 
lack of "reason” and "wsdom,” unable to judge for himself the 
decisions and actions of the philosopher-kings, and he would certainly 
not have been allowed to do so. This is exactly that same attitude 
of unquestioning loyalty to a "leader." of absolute faith in his 
tvisdom, which the modem dictators ask and seek to inculcate. We 
may be sure — though Plato is not explicit on the point — that his 
philosopher-kmgs would have disciplined a recalcitrant citizen 
exactly as he proposes that they should deal wdth an artist who 
should refuse to conform to their standards of wholesome poetry 
and music Obviously, Plato's philosopher-kings would have regarded 
such nonconformists as "enemies of the people," Volksschaedlmgf i^* 
the German phrase, and whether they would have been killed or 
exiled or put in concentration camps is a mere detail of technique, 
governed by expediency. Wbat is the puipose of the armed helpers 
in Plato s Ideal State, m their relation to the '‘internal enemies of 
the city, except to execute, at the behest of the philosopher-kings, 
such moral and social surgery on infection-spots of spiritual disease? 

Thus, it is beside the point to demand a comparison between the 
actual Weltanschauung and policy of Plato's philosopher-kings and 
those of our modem dictators. We know nothing of these things for 
the philosopher-kings, except what little Plato tells us; and that 
little few, if any, of us would be prepared to apply even if we had 
the power to do so. And it is equally beside the point to reject the 
companson on the ground that we personally happen to ^sagree 
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unth the philosophy of Fascism, or National-Socialism, or Com- 
munism, as the case may be, and therefore refuse to compare any 
leader who holds one of these philosophies with a Platonic philo- 
sopher-king. What \\ e are concerned with is the fact of dictators «ith 
philosophies stn%'ing to reali2e these in the lives of their peoples by 
appropnate organization of their states It matters not m the least 
whether we agree with these philosophies and think them true, or 
not’ what matters is that we are confronted by Welianschauungen 
(“ideologies”) m action, with all the ruthless driving force and energy 
of fanatic dictators behind them — ruthless fanatics, just because 
they conceive themselves to be vessels of absolute truth and through 
that truth saviours of the souls of their peoples. 

The same pomt may be made, from another angle, by invoking 
Plato’s distinction betw een the true philosopher-king and the tyrant 
Both are dictators, m the sense that they wield absolute power 
supported by mihtary force But this is the only point they have in 
common For the tjiant is obeyed only because he can enforce 
obedience by physical force’ the philosopher-king, as we have 
already noticed, is a "leader” who can rely on the loyal obedience 
of his people The tyrant has no philosophy, no vision of the good; 
he uses his power for personal aggrandisement and the indulgence 
of his pnvate lusts the philosopher-king knows what the welfare of 
his State requires and makes himself the selfless mstrument of this 
high service The tyrant is morally utterly depraved, the slave of 
his own undisciplined desires the philosopher-king is master of 
himself, and therefore fit to be the master of others The modem 
dictators may seem to be "tyrants” to those who do not share their 
philosophies and whom they persecute. But this is not to be a 
"tyrant” m Plato’s sense of the word, for, if persecutmg dissenters 
is being a “tyrant,” then the philosopher-kmgs on occasion have to 
be tyrants too Taking the word "tyrant” m the strict Platomc 
sense, it is obvious that the modem dictators, as apostles of a 
philosophy of life, are much more nearly akin to his philosopher- 
kings than to his "tyrants.” And so we come back to the pomt. 
the philosopher-king of the Republic is best understood by analogy 
with the modem dictator who is, or claims to be, a "leader" and is 
obeyed by his genume followers because of their faith m him and 
the good for which he stands, and which for them, and with their 
help, he strives to realize. 


Tummg, then, after these prelumnaries, to the technique of 
dictatorship, what points of similarity between the Platonic and the 
National-Social systems can we discover? 

There is, first, the authoritarian prinaple in the name of the good 
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of the people, which has for its negative side the rejection of 
government by majority vote as a system which enables the sectional 
interests of selfish persons or groups to be achieved under the guise 
of the “wll of the people.” still supposed to be the wll for the 
good of the whole. In short, according to the authoritarian principle, 
the good which the people wills is to be interpreted and realized, 
not by the majority vote at some election or in the lobbies of 
Parliament, but by the decision and command of a public-spirited 
dictator who leads the people to their own good. 

Look at the Platonic picture in the Republic. The philosopher- 
kings rule with absolute authority. They do not consult the people, 
they are not elected by the people , they cannot be removed by the 
people; they are not, in parliamentary language, “responsible" to 
the people. They are a self-perpetuating body, recruiting themselves 
by co-option from among the younger men and women whose 
traimng through something like thirty years they have superx-ised; 
whom they have moulded and tested, harder than iron is tested ui 
the fire, as the Platonic phrase has it. Their rule justifies itself by 
its supreme efficiency. In detail they rule and are obeyed, because 
(a) they are "wise,” i e. they “know" what is good for the State as 
a whole, and their lives are so organized that they have no other 
mterest than to serve the State m this spirit; [b) they have an armed 
body of trained fighters at their command to enforce their decisions 
by force, if need be ; and (c) they arc willingly obeyed by the rest 
of the community in that spirit of “sophrosyne” of which loyalty 
to a leader seems the modem equivalent It is the function of the 
philosopher-kings in the Ideal State to declare what the welfare of 
the people requires and to give effect to their judgment by legis- 
lation and command. It is the function of the people to obey and 
to follow Their consent to particular measures is not asked. 
them to think about politics would be to meddle in things beyond 
their competence Least of all are they allowed to pursue sectionai 
interests by political pressure through their votes. The philosopher- 
kings and the helpers (the two highest classes in Plato’s State) are 
roughly the analogon of the modem dictator and the close-knit, 
disciplined Partei (be it the Conununist Party in Russia, the Fascist 
Party in Italy, or the N -S Party in Germany) through which the 
dictator rules. 

In this light look at the National-Socialist picture: The supreme 
leader, assisted by a group of sub-leaders, rules the Partei, and 
through the Partei the State. The cabinet (the leader and the mos 
important sub-leaders) makes laws by proclamation. There is. apart 
from the army proper, the aimed S.S. [Schutzstaffel) force to de^‘ 
with recalcitrant and “subversive” elements It is linked with the 
Gehiime Smtspohzei (Secret PoUce) which noses out and suppresses 
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all a-social and anti-social movements, i.e. all movements ^rhatever 
which, like even Freemasonry’, are regarded as hostile to the N.-S. 
Weltanschauung. It isolates all enemies of the people m concentration 
camps, unless they have incmred the death penalty. The rest of the 
Pariet functions as a leaven for mouldmg the attitude of the mass 
of the people. Each mdi\idual member has the function of bemg a 
leader m his own small circle, a bvmg piomt of faith, communicating 
itself from him to those around him He has to guide, to watch, to 
exhort, to ^^am, to denounce, as the case may be He is responsible 
for the spiritual health (according to N -S. prescription) of his social 
en\ironment, at once a pattern and a stimulus and a censor If ue 
think of National-Sociahsm as a rehgion, of the Party as a church, 
of the leaders in vanous grades as the clerus, all this will begm to 
ear a familiar look, and we shall realize that we have once more 
before us the experiment, already so often tned in history, and 
especially in religious history', to propagate a faith among a people, 
and whilst doing so to maintam at once its bunung fervour and its 
orthodoxy’. Every such faith, whatever outsiders may think of it, is 
accepted by its adherents with the con\iction of its absolute truth 
It is to them the one thing that gives meaning to life, the one thing 
that “saves” them, the one thing that will save others too, if they 
will but accept it. That is why its adherents persecute dissenters 
with a good conscience as enemies of the truth and the hght. That 
IS why they make themselves contented servants of the authontanan 
prmciple. 

Would it have been otherwise m Plato's Ideal State, if that could 
have been realized on earth’ 

It IS, of course, true that occasional “elections.” really popular 
referenda, have been, and wiU no doubt continue to be, held m 
Germany’, to which there is no parallel in the Platonic State At 
these elections the people are supposed to have an opportunity of 
expressing whether they are satished with the present sy’stem and 
its pohcy, or not But m fact the questions put. which have to be 
answered "Yes” or "No,” have always been such that an affirmative 
answer was a forgone conclusion, and, anyhow, mtensive propa- 
ganda and other forms of pressure have been employed to secure 
an almost loo per cent affinnative poll It is said that when the 
time comes for a successor to Hitler to take over, the new leader 
will sumlarly submit himself to popular approval No doubt on that 
occasion again skilful propaganda will do its work, and it should be 
obv’ious that these carefully prepared and staged referenda are merely 
an additional device m the service of the authoritarian principle. 


In respect of the ddads of the organization of Plato’s State, the 
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paiallel with the National-Sodalist State is, on the face of if, not 
very close. Nor is this to he expected when we bear in mmd the 
arei differences between the Athens of Plato’s time and a mo Jm 
Mtion-state of over sixty ntilUon inhabitants. There is nothmg 
exactly like Plato's three classes of citizens, each with ds own 
function and "virtue." Even the comparison made '>'*'ieeii 

the Partn and the hvo highest classes in Plato’s Ideal State wtach 
do in fact the work of government and admimstration is only true 
in a loose sense, in that there are countless ofhcials of all kinds in 
Germany who do not belong to the Partet, though they have to 
carry out then duties according to its principles, and under me 
control of superiors who are memhets ot the Partei. ui , • 

But, in one respect, the parallel is close, viz. in that ^ ^ 
governing classes are conceived as a selected and this is exac y 
what the Pariet, too, is one day to be. It is not that h(w, umess uc 
choose to say that anyone who is heart-and-soul convinced o e 
N.-S. faith thereby shows his supenonty to the rest of his Voiis- 
genossen But actually, as Hitler himself has repeatedly adMtteo, 
the membership of the Parlet, even at the moment of Macktuebef- 
nahme, contained a majority of individuals who, however sound and 
zealous in the faith they might be, did not possess the technical 
qualifications for responsible positions in the government service. 
This, as well as fear of the dilution of the Partex by the accession o 
numbers of insincere time-serv'ers and careerists, are the reasons 
why admission to the Parlex by way of application for mernbersmp 
has for some time now been discontinued, and the Partex of the 
future IS to be built up by selected recruitment from among the 
young people w’ho in the various youth organizations have shown 
themselves to be of the right physical, mental, and moral cahbre. 
It will take a generation to effect the transformation of the presen 
Partei into the desired elite, but ultimately it is to consist of men-- 
and presumably women, too' — ^who have shown under rigorous s 

that their faith m the principles of the Partex is like a rock , t a 
their devotion to the leader is beyond doubt; and that their 
Leistungen (the quality of their work), ph3reically and mentally, are 
first-class. Tlien, and only then, will the Partei fulfil the 
being a perfect instrument of government in the service of the ide s 
of National-Socialism. And then it will correspond very closely 
indeed, in its quality and function, to Plato's govemmg classes, 
especially if we mclude among the functions of its members, no 

> Though there is a Resch^rauenfuehrerxn. and though the Partei 
wotnen menitiers and uses them lor its -wOTk, still the supreme body o ea 
is intended to consist of men only, and the N.-S ideal for women is 
Hausfrau, the ivife and mother 
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merely specific administrative and legislative duties, but also the 
task of being at once guardians and propagators of N.-S. faith. 
***** 

And this bnngs us to a third fiomt. Whatever else Plato’s Ideal 
State may be, it is a school. Its major function is to educate its 
citizens, i e to train the successive generations of growing boy3 and 
girls m those preferences and aversions, those moral and aesthetic 
prmciples of conduct. i\hich, once acquired like an "mdelible dye” — 
surely a memorable and revealing metaphor, this' — will thereafter 
govern their hves and make them model citizens, according to the 
pattern of human perfection en\isaged by Plato. It is a common- 
place for students of Plato's Republtc that the aim of his elementary 
education is to mculcate “character,” defined as "holding fast to 
the behefs” by nhich, as citizens, men and women are to hve In 
other words, Plato proposes to mould the souls of his citizens to a 
scheme of values to uhich ever after they shall be true. He proposes 
to give them vhat every great rehgon has sought to give its 
adherents, ^’u a Weltanschauung which shall be not merely a theory 
about the universe, but also, and even more urgently, a working 
faith to hve by 

Now this is exactly what every modem dictatorship is also trying 
to do. Hence, every one of them — Communist, Fascist, National- 
Sociahst — is first and foremost a vast educational enterpnse, seeking 
to dominate and mould to its pattern the minds of growing youth, 
and fightmg unth all its power any n\al claimant for this all- 
important office The middle-aged, who have grown up m a difierent 
Weltanschauung and are no longer open to connction, are generally 
left alone by these dictatorships so long as there is passive acquies- 
cence and no open opposition. Death will in due course remove the 
present generation of mw ard dissenters, of those who are half-hearted 
and half-convinced, of doubters and critics All our modem dictator- 
ships look to the future and seek to conquer that future by rooting 
themselves securely m the minds of the growing generation. 

It was exactly m this spint that Plato proposed to envelop the 
mmds of the young in a "health-giving” atmosphere, and to that 
end to censor all art and hterature and, in short, the whole cultural 
life of the people, m order that the young might be taught to beheve 
in, value, w ork for, fight for, die for, the thmgs which he held to be 
“good” and “beautiful,” and to avoid, abhor, reject, destroy, all 
things "ugly” and "vicious.” Is not all this repeated precisely m 
the educational efforts of our modem dictatorships, except that the 
"good” and the “beautiful” recei\'e varying mterpretations, according 
as the context is Commumst or Fascist or NationaJ-Sociahst ? 

At anj’ rate, in National-Socialist Germany we find the greatest 
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and a desire to multiply Nordic features by selective breeding 
[aiifnorden, Au/nordung). Anti-Semitic papers, like the notonous 
Streicher's Sitiermer, \vith its repulsive representations of Jewish 
types, belong here just as much as many other papers with pictures 
of fair-haired Nordic men and women, to serve as models of the 
qualities which young men and women should look for m their 
partners for marriage. The German people are being taught to be 
race<onscious to an ever-increasing degree. More and more are 
coming to look, m themselves and in others, for the physical marks 
of one or more of the four to six “races” (the experts differ somewhat 
in their enumeration) which are included under the general concept 
of “Nordic" or "Aryan" race It is no uncommon experience to be 
told by some race enthusiast that one belongs, e g , to the “faehsche” 
race wuth a slight "dinansche” Etnschlag (admixture), or whatever 
else the combination of race marks may be’ 

To return, how’ever, to the topic of education whether we call 
the effort to commumcate or spread a faith or a Weltanschauung 
"education” or "propaganda" is a question of words. In any case, 
the Partex is — as Plato’s governing classes would have been, too — an 
organization, not merely for translating a certain Weltanschauung 
mto practice, but also and even more for backing this practical 
achievement by the corresponding set of behefs in the minds of 
those who have to live by its pattern of values. Hence, the air in 
Germany is full of the word Schulung (schooling) The Partei schools 
its own members, every one of whom has to attend, at least once a 
year, a Schulungstag, at which speakers, officially tramed and 
authorized by Goebbels’ Propaganda Department, address the 
members on topics of internal and external policy from the pomt of 
view of Partei principles. In a sense, these meetings may be said to 
serve the purposes of "revivar’. devotion to Pariei pnnciples is 
confirmed anew and freshly stimulated in an atmosphere which 
seeks to vivify esprit de corps, and thus strengthen the cohesion of 
the members among themselves and their loyalty to the leader. 
Plato mentions nothing similar, but we can hardly doubt that, among 
the many details which he proposed to leave to his philosopher- 
kmgs for deterrmnation, they would have found it necessary to 
devise an analogous technique for keeping the flame of faith burning 
bnghtly. There are Schulungslager for Civil Servants, for employers 
and employees, for school teachers — ^in short, for all and sundry 
who, though not members necessarily of the Partei, are none the 
less through their work m a position to advance, or counteract, the 
practical application or theoretical mculcation of National-Sociahst 
principles. And as for the future leaders themselves, the proposed 
arrangements for their ngorous selection and elaborate training in 
a succession of Burgen ("castles,” or rather castle-schools) are too 
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complicated to be briefly summarized here. This scheme does not 
repeat Plato’s proposals for a sound training in the sciences to be 
followed by a training in philosophy. But it does agree with bis 
scheme m the two fundamental features of the strictest possible 
selection of the human material to be trained, and a course of 
training which mil make them fit champions of the WeUanschauung 
by which they have to live, which they have to propagate, and in 
the light of which they have to admimster the affairs of the German 
people. 


In one very important respect, the emphasis of modem Kational- 
Soczalism is verj' different from that of Plato. It can hardly be 
denied that Plato wished his two governing classes (collectively 
called "the guardians") to be defimtely segregated and set apart 
from the great bulk of the citizen body — the economic classes, the 
farmers, artisans, traders, etc The lives of the guardians were to be 
lived on lines even more completely different from the lives of the 
common people than are the lives of the Roman Catholic clergy 
different from the lives of the laity. DweBing apart from the rest of 
the citizens in barracks, joining m common meals; sustained by 
maintenance grants sufficient for their needs, but eliminating the 
acquisitive motive from their lives, deprived of family life 
called upon to mate, regardless of personal preferences, so as to 
beget well-bred offspring to inherit the desired guardian qualities — 
the guardians are clearly conceived as a caste apart from, and above, 
the other citizens Not so m National-Socialist Germany. It is, 
perhaps, because the leaders of National-Socialist Germany are 
keenly aware of the latent hostility, suspicion, even fear, with which 
large numbers of Germans of the older generations regard the Parlci 
and all its activities, that they appreciate the danger of the Partei 
developing into a caste apart, a secret society the members of which 
are bound to each other by exclusive loyalties and enjoy exceptional 
priv^eges. At any rate, efforts are being made to prevent the 
distinction of Partexgenosse and Volksgenosse growing into a complete 
spUt No doubt the Partet is to be an c7*te in order to be fit to carry 
on its work for Germany. But its members are not to lose touch 
irith the non-Party rank and file. Family life is maintained. Most 
of the members have to earn their livings by the exercise of some 
profession. They are to continue to feel one wdth the people and 
the people one ivith them There is to be Kameradschajt. They are 
to form an integral part of the Letdensgevieinsckafi of the German 
people— of one blood with them, of one soul with them, suffering 
together with them the histone fate of a people encircled by enemies. 
In every possible way the Partet seeks to keep itself before the 
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people and to get the people, il only as spectatois and flag-waggers, 
to share in its parades and processions, its ceremonials and rituals. 
The Partei is ever explaining itself to the people, m a way which 
one can hardly imagine that Plato’s guardians would^ave found 
necessary. The whole Bezeegung is almost frantically anxious to 
assert its character as a popular movement, a German movement, 
a movement by Germans for Germany. There is something demagogic 
about its propaganda methods in this respect which it is incon- 
ceivable that Plato’s guardians should have adopted. And yet, 
though the techmque of solution might have been different, Plato’s 
guardians, too, would have had to face the problem of gaming, and 
retaining, the "agreement” of the people to their rule. For a dis- 
gruntled people rendering unwilling obedience does not make a 
stable State. 

***** 

Lastly, in respect of economic policy, one pomt of similanty at 
least may be noticed in that the leaders of National-Sociahsm are, 
like Plato, alive to the threat to the internal unity of a State which 
lies in extreme differences of wealth m the population. A city some 
members of which are very nch, whilst others are very poor, is, 
says Plato, a city di\'ided against itself; is really "two cities” under 
the outw’ard form of one. National-Socialists reject, as is well known, 
the Communist theory of class-uar. But they are keenly ah\'e to 
the fact of class-war itself, and have, in their particular type of 
Socialism, their own recipe for overcommg it This is not the place 
to go into the details of N -S policy by which they justify their 
title to the name "Socialism,” i e. into the measures by which they 
seek to secure a greater measure of social and economic justice for 
the working classes and thus to stnke at the roots of the "class-war,” 
by removing, or at least alleviating, its causes. Let us note merely 
that part of their moral propaganda is an effort to appeal to the 
fellow-feeling of Germans for each other as a solvent of the antagon- 
ism between employer and employee, that their slogan, Gemeinnuiz 
VOT Eigennutz {common good before pm’ate good), and their constant 
calls on the OpJerwiUe (will to make sacrifices) of all sections of the 
people, do touch responsive chords in many hearts, even in circles 
which are otherwise reluctant to surrender to the N -S gospel No 
doubt, reahty, here as under other systems, falls far short of the 
ideal professed But it w ould be a grie\'ous mistake to overlook the 
countless organized social \velfare acti\uties, which are largely run 
by the voluntary labour of men and women whose public spint and 
love of their own land and people have been fresMy aroused, and 
which are conceived in the spirit of einer fuer alle und allefuer einen 
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(each for all and all for each). At any rate, whilst we do not know 
just how Plato’s philosopher-kin^ would have discharged the task 
laid upon them of guarding the dty against ^eat wealth and great 
poverty for the sake of greater internal stability and cohesion, we 
must note that National-Socialist Germany is trying to develop its 
owm technique for dealing with this very problem, and that in its 
appeal to miwnal feeling it lias a resource at its disposal which, so 
far as we can judge, would not have been available to Plato's 
philosopher-kings. 


In conclusion, it may not be irrelevant to draw attention to tlie 
fact that three N -S. thinkers of very different type have tried to 
relate their N.-S. thinking to Platonic molt/s. 

The first is Theodor von der Pfordten, who would seem to have 
been easily the most highly educated and able of the sixteen 
"martyrs" who lost their lives outside the FcldJumihaUe in Jfuenclien, 
on that fateful Ninth of November, 1923, when Hitler’s attempt to 
seize power by a coup d’4Utt was defeated by the machine-guns of 
the police and garrison of Muenclien Togetlier with his fellow's he 
now lies in a bronze sarcophagus in one of the two open-air temples 
on the Kocmgsplais in Muenclien In his lifetime he appears from 
his writings to have been tlie best type of German Civil Servant, 
pjltcktbaiusst, le. profoundly comnnced that he owed to his work 
for the State and, through the State, for the German people, the 
very best that he had it in him to give; and hence a hater of all 
incompetence, charlatanism, and the unscrupulous wangling of 
ambitious climbers. One of the few articles which he has left behind 
him IS entitled (in translation) "Plato's Ideal of the Civil Servant 
(Bcamte) and its sigmficance for the present time." In it he rewew'S 
the proposals of the Republic and estimates, with the shrewd 
common sense of the experienced administrator, tlie practicability or 
impracticability of their application in modem Germany. Character* 
istically, he comes to the conclusion that there is no remedy for the 
many post-war ills of Germany otlier than to be ruled by men who 
should have a definite conception of the measures and policies by 
which Germany's recovery from tlie wounds of the War and the 
Peace might be secured, and who should dedicate their lives to her 
service with the same selfless devotion and efficiency which Plato 
had pictured in his philosopher-kings. Such was at least one German s 
path into the ranks of the followers of Hitler. 

The next is Hans F. K. Guenther, well known as the most 
prominent of German race-theorists. He has devoted a specwJ 
booklet, Platon als Huctcr des Lebcns, to an interpretation of certain 
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features of Plato’s theories, espedalty in the Republic, in terms of 
his o\vn emphasis on the imp>ortance of blood punty, race purity, 
and the dependence of high intellectual and moral q uali ties on 
superior blood or race. The sub-title is sufficient indication of the 
onentation of the argument * "Plato’s thoughts about breeding and 
education and their significance for the present time ’’ He begms by 
emphasizmg the analogy between Plato’s philosopher-kings and the 
modem "leaders,” and hence the importance of the problem of 
secunng leaders of the right innate, or inherited, quality and then 
gi\-mg them the right training. But from this point onwards he 
gives to Plato's suggestions for breeding for quahty, and to Plato’s 
warnings against mixmg superior and inferior stocks, a definite twist 
in the direction of his own race theories, and at the same time he 
enlarges the scope of the pnnciple beyond the relatively small leader 
group, so as to apply them to the whole population, as a racial 
group out of which the leaders have to be bom and selected. He 
justifies this twist very’ mgemously by the suggestion that, though 
Plato did not talk m the language of race diSerences, this is none 
the less what, m fact, he must have had m mind, m the hght of the 
deterioration of the population of Greece which Plato must have 
himself ob5er%*ed \\’hat had happened in Greece, accordmg to 
Guenther, was that a supenor race of Nordic in%'aders, the Hellenes, 
bad established themseh'es as lords over an inferior abongmal 
population, and that this supenor race then partly destroj ed itself 
in war, especially m the Peloponnesian war, and partly corrupted 
its quahty by mtermamage with members of the mfenor abongmal 
race. It is this phenomenon against which he takes Plato’s theory' 
of the inhented differences m the natural endowments of men and 
his scheme for the selective breeding of future leaders to be directed. 
In short, Plato is really for Guenther an advocate of Aufnordung, 
who would have selected for his guardian class the purest Nordics 
in the populaaon, compelled them to breed among themseh*es, and 
segregated them as completely as possible from the mass of the 
citizens of mfenor racial type and endowment It would be extremety 
interesting for some competent scholar, who both knows his Plato 
and has studied the problem of race, to examine Guenther's argument 
in detail, m order to determme how much, if anytfung, there is in 
his suggestion I have neither the space, nor do I feel competent, 
to do so here. Hence, I will content m>-self with the abstractly logical 
pomt that, e^ en m a racially homogeneous population, there will be 
a sufficient!}’ wide spread of innate abihty to allow of the classifica- 
tion of this group, ex hypoihest pure in blood, into claves differing 
m quality, and thus of the apphcation e\en to such a group of the 
Platomc sorting-out of atizens according to ability and function, 
and the Platomc proposals for mating the superior mdividuals with 
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each other. In other words, Plato’s scheme can he read in a purely 
biological and psychological context, without bringing in any 
"racial” interpretation at all. I do not say that such an interpretation 
would be logically inconsistent with Plato’s scheme: but it certainly 
seems to be logically independent of it. 

Thirdly, there is H. A. Gmnslsy's Seele und Staat, which in its 
very title announces that it borrows its main motif from Plato. But 
Grunsky, whilst adopting the Platonic principle that the structure 
of the soul reflects the structure of the State and vice v^rsa, gives 
to this principle an entirely novel application. Instead of Plato’s 
three "elements” or "forms” in the sW. Grunsky has four "poles” 
or dynamic tension-points; and instead of Plato’s three classes in 
the State, he acclaims, as the correlates of the relations between 
these four poles, various pohtical and social relations taken from 
contemporary life, such as the relations of "leader" to "followers," 
of artist to his public, of man to woman, of child to father and to 
mother, etc It would take too long here, and be moreover hardly 
relevant to the main argument, to describe these poles in detail; 
and without detail the analysis might well appear so artificial and 
even fantastic that no justice would be done to the good points in it. 
Suffice it to put the mam point— the moral, as it were — of the whole 
enterprise: the four poles give Dr Grunsky ample scope for postu- 
lating various degrees of harmony and disharmony, of tension and 
dominance, between them, to each of which degrees some actual 
type of "soul,” Weltanschauung, and culture is then made to corre- 
spond The range of variation of which the scheme allovs is such 
that it has room for the difierences between the "souls” of diflereat 
peoples or nations and of different races (like the Aryan and the 
Mongohan race, instanced by the author); even of different Weltan- 
schauungen, such as that of the National-Socialist, the "bourgeois 
liberal and humamtanan, and the Communist, leading to the 
conclusion that the National-Socialist type of soul is the only truly 
healthy and well-balanced soul, and that the Communist soul is of 
all so^s the most unhealthy and corrupt. The external parallel to 
Plato’s ladder of descent from the soul of the philosopher-king to 
the soul of the t5Tant wll readily be recalled In both cases, the 
degeneration is said to be from order in the soul to disorder, from 
moral health to moral sidaiess. 

These references to the writings of National-Socialist thinkers 
may at least show how curiously the leaven of Platonic thoughts is 
working in the medium of experience and reflection coloured hy the 
National-Sociahst outlook Even Grunsky's argument, though it 
imy seem at first like a mere peraflage and cancature of Plato, is 
offered seriously as a modem reapplication of Plato’s profound truth 
of the parallelism of Soul and State; and not without reason has 
iSo 
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the author been entrusted uith a Professorship for the presentation 
of N -S. Weltanschauung at the University of Muenchen. 


Returning from this digression in conclusion to our starting-point, 
let us repeat the question: What uould Plato have thought of the 
National-Socialist State, or of any other modem dictatorship, were 
he able to return and witness it^ Would he have approved of the 
authoritarian prmciple, the destruction of democratic institutions; 
the denial of freedom of thought and behef (at least in all matters 
touchmg the prescribed Weltanschauung), the transformation of 
education mto an instrument of propaganda and indoctrination, the 
control of all hterature, art. press, even umversities, m the service 
of an official orthodoxy, the suppression of all cnticism and opposi- 
tion? Would he. perhaps, have said that his philosopher-kings would 
have much to learn, as regards the techmque of mouldmg minds, 
from the NationaJ-Sociahst system, but that, of course, they ^ould 
apply It in the service of a widely difiereot Weltanschauung} 

My oivn view is that Plato, regardmg his philosopher-kings as 
possessing, ex hypothesi, the absolute truth, v\ould hold that the 
absolute truth justifies dictatonal methods of mamtaimng and 
propagating it, and that nothing else does so I w ould hope, how ev er, 
that his absolute truth would be free from the excessively nationalistic 
temper of Fascism and National-Sociahsm, and free too from the 
racial temper of the latter. Whether Plato, m addition, would have 
held, reviewing the present state of Europe and comparing it with 
that of Athens broken by the Peloponnesian war, that there are 
crises m the liv’es of states when any faith is better than none, 
when any order is better than chaos, when any rule which restores 
umtj% and the strength which comes with unity, is better than 
drifting and being at sixes and sevens, when any cause which ofiers 
to men the chance of escapmg from selfishness and self-mdulgence 
into the service of a supra-peisonal ideal is better than further 
demoralization — this is a question which I need not here attempt 
to answer. 

But, all oi us who stiB retain our iaith m the v'alue ol mdi\idual 
freedom, and the correspondmg “democratic” org aniz ation of society, 
will do well to learn the lessons of the challenge thrown out to us 
by the new dictatorships and their "ideologies.” These lessons seem 
to me to be at least three. First, our own faith in democracy must 
be militant, not only in words, but m deeds. We must guard against 
the acknowledged defects with which human nature afflicts the 
practice of democratic principles. We must make democracy isork 
more successfully than it has often worked m the past And this 
requires more public spirit in all of us; more readiness to subordinate 

i8i 



PHILOSOPHY 


private to public good, than eas^oing democratic ways usually 
exact from us. Secondly, we must realize that a democracy which 
cannot, through free institutions, control the economic order of 
society in the cause of justice between classes and races, at least as 
well as this or that dictatorship attempts to do it, or professes to 
be doing it, bas no claim to survive. And, thirdly, we must bear in 
mind that we have undertaken the most difficult enterprise which 
men hving together in complex modem society can attempt, viz. to 
ehcit imity of will and firmness of deasion out of the varying and 
often conflicting interests and opimons of a large body of people. 
To do this by authoritarian methods, backed by organized force, is 
relatively easy to do it by discussion and vote makes the greatest 
demands on men's resources of good sense and good will. If dictator- 
ships come to prevail and democracy passes from the w'orld, it ivill 
be, not because it is in principle an infenor method of government, 
but because human nature proved unequal to its demands 
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SOME MERITS AND DEFECTS 
OF CONTEMPORARY GERMAN ETHICS 
[Materiale Wertethik in Scheler, Spranger, Nicolai Hartmann) 

DR PHIL DAVID BAUMCARDT 
(Fortnerly Proftisor oj Philosophy tn the Umverstty of BerUn) 

To preach morals is easy, to ground them difficult I think this 
saying of Schopenhauer is quite true In the writings of the moral 
theorists we meet ivith ample enthusiasm for the beauty and the 
loftmess of moral principles But even the best moral sermons are 
certainly no substitute for philosophical reasoning. To-day more 
than ever before we need the soundest foundation for a truly fixed 
ethics For, to-day there is not a single affirmation m morals, which 
is not contradicted by its opposite Eduard von Hartmann, for 
instance, could in, the beginning of the twentieth century still 
maintain that the difierences of opinion in ethics are concerned 
with questions of general principle, rather than with the concrete 
application of these principles. But Edward Westermarck m the 
strictest contrast holds that the concrete moral customs differ 
radically amongst different nations, especially among the primitive 
peoples, and that agreement of opinion is found only as regards 
general principles. * Moreover, the whole of Christian ethics is to-day 
opposed as a slave morality, because its highest values are humihty 
and love And in extreme opposition to this a consistent Christianity 
IS never compatible with the thoroughgoing master-morahty, whose 
supreme value is sheer power. 

‘ See E von Hartmann System der Philosophte im Crundrtss. Bd VI, 
Grundrtss der ethischen Prtnztptenlehre, 1909, p v "Die verschiedenen 
Systeme der Moral zeigen ... in ihiea konltreten Detailausfuhmngen 
mehr Ahnlichkcit miteinander als die Verschiedenheit und Gegensatz- 
bchbeit m ihren Pnnzjpien vemniten lasst" E IVestennarck’ The Ongin 
and Development of the Moral Ideas, 1924. vol u, p 742 "The moral ideas 
of mankind . . . present radical difierences A mode of conduct which among 
one people is condemned as wrong is among other people viewed with 
indifference or regarded . as a dntj’ . . . But at the same tune the 
general uniformity of human nature accounts for . . similarities ’’ Or see 
G E Moore' 1912, p 94 "K we look at the extraordinary differences 
that there have been and are between different races of mankmd and in 
different stages of society m respect of tiie classes of actions" and "particular 
actions" "which have been regarded as r^ht and wrong it is . . scarcely 
possible to doubt that in some societies actions have been regarded with 
actual feelings of positive moral aj^iroval towards which many of us would 
feel the strongest disapproval " 
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Therefore I think it is to be welcomed that now new efforts are 
being made in English and German ethics to give moral philosophy 
a more fundamental basis. And the latest extensive movement in 
German thought which has this particular purpose in view is styled 
“materiale Wertethik,” that is, concrete, material ethics of values. 
One of the leaders of that group of philosophers proclaimed that 
only this kind of ethics can solve the most difficult problems we 
meet in Kant and Nietzsche as well as all the profoundest ethical 
questions of ancient and modem times.* Can this ethics indeed 
make good such ambitions? 

I propose to examine these contentions in at least a few points. 

I. Max Scheler, promulgated this new ethical doctrine in 1913 and 
1916 in the Jahrbuch fur Philosophic uni phdnowenologische For- 
schiing, in a treatise of considerable length entitled “Der Formalismus 
in der Ethik und. die materiale Wertethik." But it would lead too 
far afield to analyse the more subtle distinctions between the 
sfrici phenomenology of Husserl, the master of Scheler, and Scheler’s 
own thought. Eor the analysis and critique of the ethics of Scheler 
it is indeed more necessary to consider first the very revealing 
contrast between this new moral philosophy and that of Kant. 
For Scheler himself has explained hU doctrine in its widest aspects 
as in opposition to Kant's Critique of Practical Reason. The sub- 
title of the first and most important part of his essay reads: “With 
special reference to Kant’s ethics,” and again the term “Formalism" 
in the very title of his essay designates just the “colossus” of "Kant's 
moral philosophy,” 

It is interesting to observe that the first reaction against positivism 
and against all forms of hedonism in ethics was both in England 
and in Germany in the nineteenth century a return to Kant. Thomas 
Hill Green in England and precisely at the same time Hermann 
Cohen in Germany, found salvation from positivistic ethics primarily 
in the direction of Kantian philosophy. For ethical positivism or 
utilitananism put in place of universal imperatives of ethics empirical 
observation, namely that all men strive for shifting forms of pleasure, 
whilst the deepest and the most important tendency of Kant is 
to show that there is one absolutely universal ethical law, valid 
%vithout any reference to empirical, changing feelings. The utili- 
tarians hold that ethical values are a posteriori only: that is, that 
ethical values differ entirely with the different inclinations of 
persons and at different epochs. But Kant in the sharpest opposition 
to such a view wanted to stalrilize ethical right as strictly a priori. 
Here lies in its most general historical connection — the point of 
contact between Scheler and Kant. Scheler agrees with Kant that 
the ethically valuable can only be given for us a priort, not a 

‘ N. Hartmana. Ethics (txanslated by Stautoa Coit), 1932. vol. 1, p * 7 - 
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posteriori by empirical altering occurrences. And Scheler further 
agrees with Kant and \vith Neo-Kantianism that kno%vIedge a 
priori is not an inborn, innate knowledge, to be found in us earlier 
than all other experiences. The a prion is not prior in time, but 
precedent in logical significance. For instance, if we contemplate 
the famous syllogism: because all men are mortal, therefore also 
the man Socrates is mortal, we have not at first an event that 
all men die and then the event that Socrates dies; but that all men 
are mortal is only a reason which logically precedes the death 
of Socrates And it is only in this logical sense that Scheler and 
Neo- Kantianism use the word a priori. A value a prion is therefore 
not a value we know already at our birth before we know other 
things ; but a value a priori is a value which can never be depreciated, 
which can never become valueless by any new experience. Thus, 
both Scheler and Kant seek after absolutely firm ethical prmciples 
of this kind, for ethical principles a priori, which show a self-evident 
value, comprehensible in themselves And such an ethical law Kant 
found only in one quite abstract, formal principle, namely in his 
categorical imperative in contrast to all hypothetical laws 
Now, Scheler considers that Kant erred therem We are not 
compelled to accept such a purely formal and abstract law as the 
only fixed rule m morals We are also able to find concrete matenal 
values a prion Kant was only Justified m rejecting concrete goods 
or concrete ends in a priori ethics. However, m contrast to these 
concrete empirical goods or ends, there are still concrete values 
a prion which Kant failed to recc^nize as such. For example’ A 
good lunch is surely a good. And it is certainly a moral end to 
offer such goods to others. But not always. To a sick person such 
a good might be a serious evil • for him a bitter-tastmg medicine 
would be a good Goods, accordingly, can never have an unchanging 
value in our moral actions. But also concrete ends without concrete 
goods can never reach the level of an absolutely mvanable principle. 
To give some goods to others — although it must remain uncertain 
as to which goods in particular — even this end is not always a 
moral one ; for, it is sometimes better not to give anything to a friend 
neither a limch nor medicine nor any other goods, but to let him 
fast Thus neither concrete goods nor concrete ends can be referred 
to strictly universal ethical jninciples. An entirely different con- 
ception is here called for, namely the conception of concrete values. 
The goods we had to give to our neighbour may vary; and even 
the whole end, the whole purpose to give anything may be wrong 
from the moral point of view. Only one conception has been ever 
present, and only this conception has rightly guided us in these 
elementary reflections, namely the idea of ^e well-being of our 
friend, the value of the hie of our fellow-man. This vital value 
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remained the same. The different goods may some day lose thdr 
moral meaning, and may even become evil; and also all the different 
ends and concrete aims; there remains unchanged and unchanging 
a (hstinct number of concrete values. 

These values retain an absolutely eternal moral significance, 
and they fall into four groups: (i) the values of the agreeable and 
useful; (2) the values of vitality; (3) intellectual values, by which 
are meant the values of truth, beauty and iustice; (4) the religious 
values, the values of the holy Nobody can deny — as Scheler 
explains — ^that the useful, for instance, is necessarily of moral 
v^ue for all people and at all times. The goods which are useful 
are often very (fffierent for different men and in different ages. 
And also the ways and means and goals, by which we ^vant to 
bring the useful into existence. But the value of the agreeable 
itself remains throughout the same; it can never be changed to a 
non-value. 

And Scheler has also given some explanations of why the impor- 
tance of these concrete values has always hitherto been overlooled 
Thus he has explained that a man who is really helpful does not 
help because he wants to realize some vital value in the life of 
his friend. On the contrary, his intention is to do some ccttcreie 
work for his friend. If a man only does good works, not because 
he wants to help, but because he wants to be moral, then his work 
is in truth not purely moral. On the contrary, it would be phaii- 
saism in the bad sense, in which this phrase is in general used, if 
we never helped for the sake of helping, but only did it to realize 
moral values. Thus in the specifically ethical acts we do not directly 
have moral values in view; and these values do not appear in the 
ends at which the acts aim. The moral values appear, as Scheler 
says, only “on the back" of our acts.* Therefore we can understand 
why the philosophers have never analysed these concealed values, 
which are in general never the express ends of our acts. But these 
values are never to be identified with any ordinary end or any 
real good or any real thmg of value. 

These values are pure essences, tVesenfieitefi, esse/iiiae. They 
have a purely ideal existence. But none the less this ideal existence 
is for us at least as important as the existence of real things or 
events. And we have an immediate ins^ht a priori, into what is 
the meaning of such ideal ^sences as vital or intellectual value. 
There is in us an ordre du ccettr or logique du caur, as Pascal has 
called it.* In this emotional order we have an immediate "sensing 

* M. Schelert Der Formaltsmus tn der Ethik und die inatenale 
II, Aufi. 1921, p 22 ; compare N. Haitmaan. £IAik, 1932, vol. ii, P 3*' 

» Ibid, 1921, p. 59, compare N. Haitmann, Ethtcs. *932* ’’ 

p. 177. 
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of value/'* a quite evident inner vision, a clear “beholding”* of 
what these pure ideas mean. These ideas of values are not given 
us in the form of rational conceptions: but nevertheless we have 
of them a concrete, not formal perception a prion. 

Moreover Scheler is even convinced, that we are able to 
recognize a priori a definitely strict gradation in the scale of 
these values. We discern alwajrs at once that the value of the holy 
IS higher than all aesthetical, all intellectual values and much 
higher than the vital values or the values of the agreeable. And so 
we find finally in Scheler’s Ethics — ^perhaps as the most important 
result — the follo\ving scale of values* the lowest value is the value 
of the agreeable. The type of person who is only reahzmg this value, 
the artists of pleasure, never reach such a high moral level as the 
heroes, the men who build up the best form of vital value And the 
vital value of the noble m its contrast to the common, the quality 
of this heroism, has always a higher moral importance than the 
merely agreeable and useful The third place m this scale is occupied 
by the intellectual values of truth, beauty, and justice The type 
of person who realizes these values, the genius, stands agam morally 
higher than the hero and than the artist of pleasure and usefulness 
And a community of culture and law is higher than a community 
solely of “hfe” or than a society of busmess men. But at the top 
of the scale of values remains the value of the sacred All that 
which IS connected vith this religious value stands also m Ethics 
in the supreme place: the religious “reaction of response” as belief 
or adoration always stands higher than esteem or respect in the 
mtellectual field or than the feelmg of courage in the vital sphere. 
The rehgious state of blessedness always weighs ethically heavier 
than intellectual delight or vital gladness or agreeableness in the 
sphere of the useful Scheler emphasizes continually the fact that 
people very often take extremely unholy things for holy and very 
unintellectual thoughts for mtellectuaL But nevertheless, the value 
of the holy in itself remains absolutely constant as does also the 
superior rank of the holy in comparison with the mtellectual, the 
vital, and the useful objects 

In this way Scheler hoped to solve the oldest difficulties of Ethics ; 
and therefore it is not astonishing that these and similar funda- 
mental ideas of his have exercised a very large influence in Germany 
not only m Ethics, but also in Sociology, Pedagogy, and even in 
Psychology, and also m Spain on Ortega y Gasset, in Japan, or in 
South Africa on H. G. Stocker, a pupil of Scheler. 

II More especially Eduard Spranger in one chapter of his 
Lebensformen (1921), has given to several theses of Scheler some 

» See these terms especially in N Hartmann Elhtcs, 1932, for instance, 
vol 1, p 185 
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development and some corrections of very wide-reaching effect. 
Spranger distinguishes six different tj^pes of carriers of values: 
the economic man, the theoretical man, the aesthetic man, the 
social man, the man of power, and the religious man. Thus the 
sphere of mtellectual value mentioned by Scheler is here quite rightly 
(hvided mto the very different forms of theoretical and aesthetic 
values. And what is much more important, it is here also well brought 
out, that in the vital sphere and in the whole social order there is 
a deep difference between the manifestations of power and the 
manifestations of love. In this whole vital sphere of public life we 
find very often represented under the same name tw’o distinctly 
contrasted ideals: the ideal of a life and of a community of social 
love and on the other hand of a community of specific political 
power But besides that, for both Spranger and Scheler the highest 
value is the rehgious and the lowest in general the useful, here 
called the econoimc value. Only in regard to the scale of the other 
values Spranger is — I think again quite rightly—much more careful 
than Scheler He attempts to eliminate the difficulty which he 
sees m so strict and sunple a graduation of all values, namely that 
one of his six values has to be always the highest. He urges, therefore, 
in the problem of the rank of values that we are obliged to consider 
not only distinctions of higher and lower, but also distinctions of 
stronger and weaker values. Values are not only at a different 
height, but also often of different intensity, different force. For 
instance, according to an example of Spranger: the understand* 
mg of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason can be for us a much higher 
value than the earning of money, but none the less we have 
often to prefer— -even as ethical persons — a lower value, if this 
value can claim in the circumstances a much stronger intensity.* 
And therefore we have also to think in every moral decision 
not only of the height but also of the present strength of 
Values 

III. Finally, we find quite a sirmlair critical supplement of Scheler's 
teaching in the most extentive and latest German work about 
material ethics of values, in Nicolai Hartmann’s Ethics (in the 
second German edition published 1935). Hartmann was in the 
first stage of Ms development a keen adherent of Hermann Cohen 
and Neo-Kantianism. It w'as only later on that he approached 
Phenomenology. And thus also Hartmann started by building up 
Ms whole theory expressly on the phenomenological foundations 
of Scheler. Hartmann rejects— as Scheler does— all EtMcs of goods 
and ends; and hke Scheler he begins by asserting that there are 
different ethical values as pure essences and that they possess an 
ideal existence — according to Hartmaim even an absolute “self- 
‘ E. Spranger: Lebensforttun, 1930, p. 315. 
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existence,”* a definitely ontological independence. And only if we 
bring these ideal essences a priori with us to the obsen’ed objects 
are we able to speak of valuable lz.cis a posteriori* Further Hartmann 
agrees in general with Scheler’s phrase, the values appear “on the 
back of the deed,” not in the go^ it aims at. But he then adds the 
correction: there are some moral actions in which we are able to 
strive directly for a moral value, for example in the case of moral 
education of oneself or another.3 And it is clear that not ever3'one, 
who does something with the direct wish to realize a moral value, 
is therefore a pharisee in the bad sense m which Scheler uses the 
term. 

F inall y, however, in the most important and in the most difficult 
problem of Ethics, namely in the question of the number and of 
the gradation of values, there are in Hartmann as in Spranger 
some departures from Scheler, which are more serious. Hartm ann 
here thinks it nece^ary to <hstinguish and to give broad descriptions • 
of many more values even than those which Spranger describes. 
He therefore begins by giving an analysis of a group of fundamental 
3’alues, which in his words “condition contents” {vihaltUch hedtr^ende 
Grund'xerie) ; they are life: consciousness, actinty, but also suffering, 
which can often become a \*alue. strength, foresight, and happiness. 
And there is a second realm, of fundamental moral values, which 
in contrast to the first are in a special relation to freedom here we 
find the good m general, the noble in contrast to the common, 
the richness of experience and, in some contrast to this richness, 
purity. Hartmann then distinguishes three further classes of special 
higher concrete values The first group comprises the four Platonic 
virtues, justice, wisdom, courage, s^-control, supplemented by 
Aristotelian \-irtues of the golden mean such as magnificence, 
magnanimity, the sense of shame. The doctrine of Aristotle is 
here used in a very interesting although a rather disputable inter- 
pretation The second group of special iwlaes presents the more 
Jewish and Christian iirtues, such as brotherly love, trust and faith, 
modesty, humility, aloofne^, and truthfulness, with the problem 
of the necessarj’ he Fmally the third realm of spenal I'alues brings 
such more mcdem ^ietzschean lalues as the loi-e of the remotest 
{die Fernsienhebe) in contrast to brotherly love, “radiant iirtne,” 
that IS in Nietzsche, schenkende Tugend, and, as highest special 
value, personal love 

But still more instructive than these detailed pictures of lirtues 
is Hartmann’s attitude towards the problem of the gradation of 
i-alues He does not assume that there is only one dimension of 
values from lower to higher, but he speaks explicitly of a multiple 

• N Hart mann Ethics, 1932, >-ol I, p 225 et seq 

* Ibid , \-ol II, p 365 ct seq J Ibid , p 35 
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dimensionality^ of the whole valuational space,’ and even of more 
than three dimensions.3 Thus, for instance, Hartmann expressly 
develops the view that perpen^cularly to the scale of grades or 
levels of values there exists in addition a relation of co-ordination 
among different values upon the same level. This means that the 
order of gradation is shown to be at the same time also differentiated 
“laterally “4 Thus, for example, the value of richness of experience 
would according to this theory not be higher than humility but 
approximately co-ordinated.? With it we find also in Hartmann as 
in Spranger the values ordered not only according to their grade 
but also according to their intensity, or as it is here called according 
to their strength. Thus, for instance, the love of the remotest — 
that is the love for a higher type of man in the future — this "ethos 
of progress’'^ is the higher value and brotherly love is the lower 
one 7 But nevertheless love for our fellow-man — ^near us in our 
life — ^remains always the more urgent, the stronger value. And 
besides all this, Hartmann frequently emphasizes the fact that in 
all ages man has been able to see only a small part of the whole 
of this "firmament of values ” And even in this small section of the 
whole "heaven of values," which we know, we are, according to 
Hartmann, not able to recognize in every case which value is to he 
preferred in certain complicated moral conflicts. We have to be 
content for the present, that we can decide quite clearly that brotherly 
love is, a priori, evidently higher than justice, bravery higher than 
s^-control, faith and fidelity higher than bravery and "radiant 
virtue," or personality again higher than fidelity.^ But obviously 
in all these decisive questions of ethics we find here again in Harttnann 
much more caution and resignation than in his predecessor Scheler. 

IV. These are some mam motives of tWs concrete Ethics of 
values And certainly we must do justice to the very careful and 
extensive descriptions of moral phenomena we find in these three 
authors Not only in such analyses as those 1 have glanced at, but 
also in many discussions of Scheler and Hartmann about the cod* 
ception of personality, in many analyses of the structure of ethical 
acts and intentions in Spranger’s ideas of a geisteswissenschaftHciii 
Psychologic and its significance for Ethics or in Hartmann's long 
analysis of freedom obvious merits are displayed. But I think that 
in many other points these theories still remain unsatisfactory. 

Thus in the first place this material a priori does not, as Scheler 
hoped, succeed in avoiding the defects of the formal a priori of Kant. 

It is true that the pure formal a priori of Kant is applicable only 
to a very small realm of ethical problems, whilst the new material 

' N Hartmana: EfhK&, 1932, vol. u. pp. 50. 51. ‘ Ibtd , p 78. 

3/6trf.,p4D8. 4 7 &»d., pp 50. 51. 5 p- 387- 

4 Ibid . p 319 7 jjrti ^ p jgy * ibxi., p 387 
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a priori of the latest Gennan ethics concerns a much wider field. 
But nevertheless — as we could observe already in the results of 
Spranger and Hartmann — this new material a priori has no longer 
the same universal validity as the Kantian formal a priori. It can 
never be legitimate to call the concrete values in the same sense 
a priori as a purely formal ethical law.* Hartmann even confesses 
that all theoretical and moral a priori has something “puz zlin g'*^; 
yet such an a priori has surely nothing any longer in common with 
Kant’s theoretical a priori. 

But further — and that leads to points of much more importance — 
evidently it has to be one of the most serious ambitions of all ethics, 
and it was also the aspiration of Kantian ethics not to move within 
the circle of purely anal5rtical judgments, that is to say, in the 
circle of empty tautologies or pure definitions independent of all 
real facts Kant placed in the centre of his whole system the rule 
that the cardinal questions of philosophy have to be expressed in 
synthetic judgments, that is in judgments in some way concerning 
reality; and that these synthetic cognitions should be kept from 
any confusion %nth purely analytic deductions. Also m his ethics 
Kant tried at least to face everywhere the synthetic significance 
of the cardinal problems of morality and to answer them by sjTithetic 
judgments, although here be did not succeed. But Nicolai Hartmann 
renounces deliberately any attempt at dealing with such most 
important synthetic difficulties inasmuch as he points out that 
"we must entirely leave out of consideration what has been under- 
stood by the ‘doctrine of virtue’, to such a doctrine belongs not 
only a description of the virtues, but even instruction as to their 
actualisation. Instruction of this kmd . . everj-one of morally 
fine discrimination has always dismissed . . as a tnflmg with what 
is highest and most serious, as that which degraded even the words 
‘moral’ and ‘virtue’ into something tiresome and half ridiculous . . . 
The moral values themselves permit of being simply pointed out 
withm the limits of the current valuational vision without reference 
to their practical tendencies.’'! But here obviously two different 
questions are to be distmguished Of course, the question of how 
to become a good man through instruction and practical exercise 
IS not a problem of any scientific and theoretical ethics. But 
question of moral exercise is not to be confounded with quite another 
one, namely the purely theoretical question, why have certain 
moral sjmthetic valuations a priori validity for empirical actions? 
N. Hartmann has here, as it seems, tacitly identified the first with 

> See D Baumgardt. Der Kampf um den Lebenssinn unter den Vorldufern 
der modertien Ethik, 1933. p 59 ef seq , where I have tned to clear up these 
questions in as full detail as possible 

> N Hartmann Eihics, 1932, toI u, p 276 $ Ibtd.. p 226 
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the second problem; and because the first one is to be excluded 
from a purely theoretical sdence ol ethics, he and Scheler under- 
estimated also the significance of the Utter problem for theoretical 
ethics. 

If we wish to illustrate the meaning of these ethical inquiries by 
comparing them %vith some corresponding questions in the theory 
of nature, we could do so for instance in the following general form: 
it is a purely theoretical question to ask, why have some laws of 
nature (for instance the law of causality, but also more special 
laws) validity in empirical processes of nature? This problem is 
strictly to be discriminated from all practical questions of so-called 
technics', how to use causal natural processes to satisfy the various 
desires of human civilization. By eliminating the questions of 
technics evidently no philosopher or physicist can be allowed to 
neglect the first main problem, the inquiries concerning the validity 
of laws of nature for empirical natural phenomena. 

But finally these first major problems are still very often con- 
fused with questions of a third kind. This third form of research 
is specifically concerned with the “description" and definition of 
laws and of conceptions a priori. And these investigations were 
primarily cultivated in a priori metaphysics before Kant and Hutne. 
Here we find frequently the quite conscious identification of such 
analytic definitions and descriptions a priori with our first synthetic 
problems. For instance, here in this metaphysics a priori we find 
the foUoNving basic conviction' by the purely analytic definition, 
by the pure essence of the conception of “cause” the synthetic 
conception also of causality, it is maintained, is already proved as 
valid for the reaUty. Kant and Hume fought against this confusion 
very convincingly. But in modem concrete ethics of values the 
co^esponding confusion is even to-day not sufficiently faced; or 
it is wrongly denied that there is any confusion, as that ^vas denied 
in the metaphysics a priori of the seventeenth century. 

Hartmann, of course, concedes expressly that in theoretical 
knowledge "the proof of ‘objective validity' for categories o priori 
(in their relation to a posteriori objects) is of most fundamental 
importance."' But concerning the corresponding problem in ethics 
he prefers to content himsdf occasionally vdth the statement: 
the proof of the objective validity of v^ues "is not to be found 
in any agreement with the real.”* “Non-agreement with the empin- 
cally given (or the “actual") is no criterion which could he cited 
against the validity of valuations. ”3 But here again, as before, the 
term the actual" covers quite different problems It is naturally 
to be admitted, that we do not need in moral questions an agreement 

• N Hartmaim' Ethics, 1932. vol i, p 190 

» Ibid., p. 19^. j _ p 192. 
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between values and empirical conduct which is already actualized, 
because ethics deals to a large extent with actions which have 
perhaps never been realized but could be realized in future. Yet 
this definitely does not mean that in the description of any concrete 
value we could be allowed to renounce all agreement with realizable 
possible empirical conduct. If thus much is to be renounced, then 
we shall not be able to avoid at least the following dilemma, either 
W’e then have no guarantee that our values are not fantastic ideals 
which are even perhaps contradictory in themselves;* or we remain 
in the description of our concrete values a priori in the sphere of 
purely analytic judgments and we find then in these conceptions 
a priori only what we have slipped into them already in our defim- 
tions. But then neither the basis of our valuations nor the empirical 
conduct of man remains morally understood.* 

Or the msufficiencies we have to notice in these ethics of concrete 
values could be elucidated in connection with some other historical 
and systematic motives. This system of ethics itself has designated 
Its conceptions of values as Platomc ideas,! but Plato himself always 
insisted upon the necessity of clearing up the problems of the 
of ideas a priori in the empuical facts and the necessity 
of demonstrating their vahdity for those facts Therefore it is 
certainly unsatisfactory, when for instance N Hartmann wants 
here essentially to restrict himself to the pure descriptions of the 
values a priori “'without reference ... to their actualization,” 
without any ‘‘agreement with the real ” 

Of course no ethics has the task of dealing with every detail of 
casuistry Similarly the natural sciences are not able to discuss 
in their theones every individual natural phenomenon. But they 
give us at least a much clearer insight into the inter-relations of 
reality and ideal laws than any modem ethics hitherto All the 
questions of most interest here carry beyond the researches of 
Scheler and Hartmann 

We may agree with these theories that the love of the remotest 
is higher than brotherly love And certainly, as Hartmann declared, 
honour is morally more valuable than advantage and duty more 
than pleasure, ♦ according to the defirations of these values But 
all these are analytic judgments; and the characteristic marks 
• And such fantastic ideals, moreover all that "contradicts conditions 
of actualization," every ‘‘ethically fabulous world" are quite rightly rejected 
bj' Hartmann (see Ethics, >ol u, p 324) 

» See some further systematic researches on these problems of connection 
between ethical a priori and ethical a poslmon in my essay, "Uber emige 
Hauptmethodenfragen der modemen Ethik,** Logos, 1930, and especiaDy in a 
larger book prepared (as the last systematic volume of my histor> of modem 
ethics^ under the title Theory of the Meaning of Life or Ethics 

} N Hartmann Ethics, 1932. vol 1, p 185 4 Ibid , \ol 11, pp 188 f 
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developed in these descriptions a priori are absolutely insufEcient 
to distinguish in reality even between a life of honour and a life 
for advantage. There are too many people and nations who are 
convinced that they fight for honour and who are able to persuade 
other people to the same belieL But their adversaries are on quite 
the same point convinced that the others fight for pure advantage 
mashing itself as honour, or that they pursue pleasures masking them- 
selves as duties, or that they avoid duties masking themselves as 
phantasms or as superfluities or even as crimes; and vice versa. 
And there are other people who confess honestly that they feel 
obliged to think in such a case of their advantage and who go 
perhaps in spite of this confession more the way of honour than the 
others with their much prouder declamations. 

But obviously, then, the conclusion is here always necessary 
that we do not find in all these descriptions of values a priori any 
true distinguishing mark which separates the moral conduct from 
the immoral, honour from advantage, pleasure from duty and so 
On. And such definitions not containing any distinguishing mark 
are certainly scientifically not satisfactory definitions. Thus it is 
very characteristic that the most consistent idealism, namely that 
of Hegel, and the most consistent empiricist ethics, namely that 
of Bentham, agree entirely in this point o! insisting that not the 
description of virtues but the cardinal problems of moral casuistry 
are the most senous moral problems ‘ The modem concrete ethics 
of values on the other hand as well as Kant only evade these questions 
in affirming that the mere striving for honour, for duty, for justice, 
or for other high values is valuable, even if there is no striving 
for true honour or true justice * But evidently also this form of a 
pure ethics of intention cannot show here any way out. For I think 
wpeaally to-day nobody can deny that ivith the best intentions, 
in the name of duty and justice and of many other values, the most 
immoral actions are done in the present time and have been done 
in the past And it would be quite impossible to nail such extremely 

> See Hegel 1838, Bd I, p 245- "Diflerenz des Tichteschen nnd 

Schellingschen Systems", and see Bentham Jntroduction to the Principled 
of Morals and Legislation, chap x, § 30 "Would you do a real semce to 
mankmd. show them the cases m which sexual desue merits the name 0^^ 
lust, displeasure, that of CTue%. and pecuniary interest, that of a%-aiice 
But those rhapsodies of commonplace morality, uhich consist in the talang 
of such names as lust, cruelty, and avarice, and branding them with marts 
of reprobation” are “empty ” "Aj^lied to the they are false, app!'«^ 
to the name, they are true indeed, but nugatory " . , 

» N Hartmann. Ethics, 1932, vtd n. p. 233. "The will to justice is ngh 
intention is objectively wrong, when the . . . law (in German. 

Der Sachverhaltswert des Gesetzes”) has been mrsunderstood—etactly a* 
It is right independently of the consequence.” 
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horrible deeds ethical, simply because the intention in them was a 
good one. 

Therefore it is only too comprehensible that this concrete ethics 
of values tried to find yet other u^ys to escape such embarrassments. 
Thus, for instance. N Hartmann wanted to give to this ethics of pure 
intention still another basis by the following time-worn reflection: 
if m certain phenomena, as for instance in resentment, “a gainsaying” 
of the character of values takes place, then there is here a “doing of 
violence” to the sense of value in question, an “habitual untruthful- 
ness, manifested as a falsification in the evil conscience of the resent- 
ful man If our conscience could decide in so simple a manner about 
the moral value or the immorality of every action, we should m 
fact not need any further discussions about the synthetic actuahza- 
tion of values a priori and the question of consequences of actions 
in ethics. But obviously there have been in all times even very 
great men of great resentfulness wth an astomshingly good con- 
science (as Nietzsche had already pointed out) , and there are morally 
excellent men \vithout resentment with a very bad conscience 
Therefore all this ethics of pure intention and infalhble conscience 
is in urgent need of correction by much deeper researches as well 
about deafness of conscience and “value-bhndness” as about the 
consequences of ethical or immoral actions 
As a matter of fact also the concrete ethics of values speaks 
sometimes of the phenomena of value-blindness {WertblinSieit) > 
Here again, houever, we may observe some shortcomings of this 
whole ethical theory in a specially concentrated form Namely the 
phenomenon of value blindness is here quite rightly compared with 
colour-blindness But then it is only assumed that the problems of 
distinction between abnormal and normal vision of values is not 
more difficult than the problem of distinctions between normal 
sense of colour and colour-bbndness Yet here again just as in the 
comparison Avith some problems of natural science we are able to 
indicate the ^\eaker side of this ethics For, it is quite obvious, 
that we have objective physical criteria of the distmction of different 
colours, independently of the subjective normal or abnormal 
perceptions of them. But in the case of concrete values we have 
still to find such objective criteria There certainly are such, yet 
the cnteria found hitherto are far from being exact enough to 
decide in any concrete case And this becomes evident in every 
appbcation of these cntena in complicated questions But even in 
the most simple cases the same difficulties are only hidden, not 
solved. 

' N Hartmann Ethics. 1932. vo! u, p 60 

» N Hartmann speaks even of “blindness to the rank of a value" (see 
Ethics, vol u. p. 189) 
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ARNOLD H. KAMIAT 
1 

Throughoitt the history of philosophy the concept of unity has 
presented a problem. What does it mean to say that the cosmos is 
one, that a thing is one. that an organism is one, that a nation is 
one, that mind and body are one, that knmver and known are one? 
Exactly what is it that is denoted when unity is postulated of any- 
thing? And when two or more entities are conceived as subsistmg 
in unity, exactly what is the relation between that unity on the one 
hand, and its correlative duality or plurality on the other? 

At first glance, it would seem as if the difficulties associated with 
the concept of unity lay in its apparently undefinable character. 
But if the concept of unity has hitherto defied definition, if the 
unity of anything has seemed to be such a tenuous, gaseous, mystic 
affair, the fault may he with the mode of approach. And those who 
have approached anything in the spirit of monism have traditionally 
held to a substantival notion of unity. Unity has been conceived as 
a substance, an essence, a spirit, a soul, an entelechy, an elan vital, 
a mind. It has been a mystic something that contained many 
things within itself and united them in a whole. On the macrocosmic 
level, the "unity” of the cosmos has been conceived as its spirit, 
mind, elan vital, or substance. Or the “unity” of the cosmos has 
been envisaged as a divine something called the One, perched on 
top of the universe, with everything in the universe an emanation 
from the One. Unity has thus been abstracted, substantialized, and 
hypostasized. And being so treated, it has been removed from out 
of the realm of the knowable. It thus shares the fate of all substance 
In acquiring a stuff or an "inside," it acquires incomprehensibility, 
at least as far as reason and perception are concerned. The human 
knower occupies a point external to the noumenal substance; he 
cannot intellectually or perceptually penetrate to its "inside." This 
is the case even when he is himself an emanation or expression or 
mode or creation of the ultimate One; he stands at too great a 
remove from the One's iimennost es<;f»pre, Recourse is then had to 
faith, intuition, or mystic experience. This, however, is not too 
satisfactory an arrangement. Neither faith nor intuition nor the 
mystic experience yield anything that can be termed intrinsically 
valid. They are not self-validating. Faith cannot exercise a check 
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upon itsell ; neither can intuition, and neither can the mystic experi- 
ence All three are too naive to be of much use as unaided instruments 
of cognition. Nor is the case much better from the side of extrinsic 
validation. The mystic experience is incommunicable. So is the 
intuition as such The latter becomes articulate when it gets to be 
restated m terms of a proposition or a set of propositions. It can 
then be subjected to rational criticism. Similarly mth the object 
of one's faith. WTien it becomes the subject of a proposition or a set 
of propositions, it can be placed xmder rational scrutmy. But then 
reason, bemg external to the noumenal substance, is judged to be 
helpless before it Faith, moreover, is not really an instrument of 
cogmtion. It IS an attitude of receptivity toward the content of a 
proposition Faith reveals nothing concemmg the proposition, or 
the existents, real or alleged, to which it refers It reveals nothing 
more than a state of mmd. 

Some notion of the havoc produced by the substantival notion of 
unity is furnished by the history of theology. Theologians have 
been wont to conceive the deity as a simple, undifierentiated, 
immatenal pnnciple or substance, \nthout parts or attnbutes. But 
theologians have been equally insistent upon imputing to this same 
deity such attnbutes as omnipotence, eternity, omniscience, benevo- 
lence, creative activity, love, mercifulness, and so on Recourse has 
therefore been had to some fancy juggling to reconcile absolute 
simplicity with a high degree of complexity. The same sort of juggling 
has been resorted to by the theologians who have striven to reconcile 
the idea of a divine absolute with that of a deity limited by his 
attributes Matters would come to a head when the divine unity 
would be given such comprehensive dimensions as to mclude all 
existents of whatever character, including those of the most contra- 
dictory variety Recourse W’ould then be had to the formula of a 
divine bemg in whom all contradictions are somewhat reconciled, 
\\^th this would go the “assurance" that human minds could appre- 
hend the manner of this reconciliation if only they were equipped 
TOth the necessary powers 

Thmgs have not gone much better with the philosophers Meta- 
physics has been dommatedhy the substantival concept Now every 
attempt at a substantival interpretation of the cosmos seems 
destmed to find its way barred by insurmountable obstacles The 
spiritual substance protagonists — ^those who posit an absolute, a 
transcendent mmd, a cosmic soul, spirit, will, nisus. entelechy, or 
elan \ntal — have been unable to furnish an empirical warrant for 
their beliefs Analysis of reality does not reveal the presence of any 
of these, nor, as will be seen, does a synthetic view of thmgs require 
any of them Their acceptance requires a large measure of faith; 
but faith, as has been seen, is not an instrument of cogmtion And 
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if the spiritual cosmic substance be conceived as real, it must also 
be conceived as unknowable. No way exists for grasping or entering 
into it, perceptually or intellectually. Its “inside” lies outside of 
us. Nor are matters greatly improved when the insides of our minds 
are held to be expressions and likenesses of the cosmic spirit. No way 
exists of validating this view. 

The materialist metaphysicians, in their turn, fare no better. The 
explanation of the universe in terms of matter being of the reduction- 
to-nothing-but type, materialism has experienced the utmost 
difficulty in accounting for the presence in the cosmos of life, mind, 
and value. The failure of materialism m this regard moves those who 
subscribe to the substantival tradition to reintroduce the spiritual 
substances into philosophical discourse: vital substance, elan vital, 
entelecby, soul, and so on Matenalism thus places thought in a 
dilemma where the choice seems to Ue between inadequacy and 
mysticism 

Not the least of the evils wrought by the substantialist meta- 
physics has been the disrepute into which metaphysics itself has 
fallen. If the universe can be talked about only m terms of some 
ultimate, noumenal, transcendent substance, mind, spirit, or will, 
the nature or "inside” of which is itself inexplicable, then meta- 
physics 15 a self-defeating enterprise. And on at least three significant 
Occasions, modern philosophy stood on the brink of a more compre- 
hensive scepticism — and for each of these crises the substanti^ist 
viewpoint was responsible. The three occasions are represented by 
the names, Hume, Kant, and Vaihmger. Each of these philosophers 
Was a child of the substantialist tradition. All three were impressed 
by the idea that the wind cannot penetrate into the substance, the 
"inside” of the perceived object. For Hume the mind cannot go 
beyond its impressions. For Kant phenomena are the boundaries 
of perception. Beyond them he the noumena. These being substances, 
and the human mind occupying a locus external to them, they are 
unknowable For Vaihinger concepts ate fictions, they being unable 
to communicate the natures of the objects conceived. They cannot 
reproduce and communicate substance or process. 

Now neither theology nor substantival metaphysics have been 
entirely in error. Guilty they have been of abstraction and a conse- 
quent one-sidedness. Substance and energy and mind have been 
abstracted from their correlative and never-absent patterns and 
organizations Unity has been treated as if it were a per\’asive and 
etherlike substance in which all things "lived and moved and had 
their being,” or of which th^ were all emanations. But this is the 
awkward way in which the thought of the past has sought to lay 
hold of the fact of that which allreali^ exhibits — order. The thought 
of the past has not faded to apprehend the fact that this universe 
198 



AN OUTLINE OF AN ORDER PHILOSOPHY 

exhibits cosmos in all its forms — order, structure, system, integration, 
pattern, organicity, coherence, regularity, law. It even termed its 
substantial deity order, law, prmdple, and so on. It almost stumbled 
on what appears to be a more adequate conception of imity. But it 
did not quite stumble, thanks to the substantialist tradition The 
latter required that order be substantialized, further, the religious 
tradition required that it also be personified Order had to be a 
substance and a person. 

II 

A philosophy that would come as near as possible to an adequate 
account of the character of reality must take note of the fact that 
reality is an order, or a congenes of orders. Existences of every kind 
seem to exhibit one kind of order or another. Nothing can be 
explamed in terms of substance alone, or energy alone, or quality 
alone, or consciousness alone, or value alone And nothmg is explic- 
able in terms of order alone But energies, substances, qualities, 
conscious processes, and values are always disposed in certain 
definite ways They always enter into certam sets of relations — into 
systems, structures, organizations, integrations. 

Order may be set down as a category, a generic trait of existence. 
The known universe exhibits order throughout, though whether all 
that exists constitutes a smgle order is a moot question. But this 
much seems clear, the known universe is at least a congenes of 
orders of many kinds Of monism and pluralism it may be said that 
each of them is in one sense useful, and m another misleading. 
Pluralism is useful in calling attention to the reality of particulars. 
It misleads when it treats them apart from the structures by which 
they are comprehended. 

Monism, as has been seen, misleads when it posits a smgle, imman- 
ent, perv'asive substance It is useful in emphasizmg the reality of 
unity. It misleads when it substantializes and hypostasizes unity 
Unity IS apparently neither a substance nor a fundamental subsistmg 
under thmgs Any existent umty is a very concrete sort of affair, 
bemg a pattern or organization of enei^es, substances, qualities, 
conscious processes, and/or values 

An order philosophy makes possible a synthesis of momsm and 
pluralism In an order, unity and plurality are reconciled The order 
IS one, but its ordered elements are many. If all existences m all 
time and all space could be demonstrated to constitute a smgle 
system, cosmic monism and cosmic pluralism would become recon- 
ciled But there is no sufficient evidence to prove that the congenes 
of systems of aU kmds that enter into human experiences constitute 
a sj’stematic whole. 

Is order eternal ^ If not, and if it had a beginnmg, whence did it 
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come and how was it begotten? Has the universe an order-giver, 
and if it has, what is his purpose? Place these questions under the 
head of the apparently unanswerable interrogations of philosophy. 

Suffice it to say that order seems to be ubiquitous and enduring. 
No spot m the sea of being seems to be without order. This is not to 
say that all being is one ^tem; but the universe is at least a con- 
geries of orders of many kinds. There is no evidence that being ever 
failed to exhibit order, and there is no sign that it ever will fail so 
to do. 


To the question, how order was first imposed upon the primordial 
energies of the universe, a two-fold reply can be made. Firstly, if 
such an event did take place, the question of the how of it is probably 
an unanswerable one. Secondly, the question separates energies and 
their structural patterns, and is therefore not in the spirit of the 
Order philosophy, which refuses to separate the inseparable. In 
terms of the order philosophy, reality consists of ordered existents 
of many kinds, and existents— energies, qualities, the elements of 
consciousness, relations, ideal elements — are never to be found 
wthout order. There appears to be no warrant for the assumption 
of a primordial dichotomy into a formless, chaotic matter on the 
one Hand, and an ordermg principle on the other. Nor, for that 
matter, is it clear that there is any warrant for the assumption of 
a realm of essences mediating between human minds and a chaotic 
material flux. 


volution, however, seems to be a process of continuous contem- 
porary CTeation. Evolution is a synthesis of innovation and persis- 
^ tendency that Spinoza noted in every entity to preserve 
se is probably the tendency of every stable organization to 
ecome fixed and habitual. Every stable organization of elements 

0 any md tends to become an institution. An organization that 

to properties mtrinsic to its constitutive elements 
•pH persist as long as these properties do. If organization 

1 poses a divKion of labour upon the constituent elements a sustain- 
ing ac or is found in the ^ape of their mutual dependence. Here 
organization itself becomes a stabilizing factor. 

tn ^ reformation or dissolution of old, and a coming 

organizations. The alteration or dissolution of an 
r.™!! ^ result, either of internal instability, or of an external 

sort, or of the dimination or death of one or more 
. *_ * ^^rit parts. New organizations are generated in response 

npprf fhe organizing elements. These elements 

need not, of course, be primary. They may themselves be systems 
or hierarchies of systems. J y 

What accounts for new types of elements? How account for the 
appearance, at a certain stage of evolution, of the elements of 
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consciousness? How account for the appearance of material and 
vital elements ? These questions, too, may very u ell be unansu erable. 
But there are elements of other kinds, the ongm of which can be 
made the subject of investigation. Social, cultural, and value elements 
belong to this class. 

Ill 

An order philosophy makes possible a sensible conception of 
basicality. There are no words more badly abused than the terms 
basic, ultiviaie, and fimdameiiial The meanmg of these terms usually 
Suffers a perversion imposed by a segmental outlook. The result is 
a fallacy that may be termed the fallacy of abstraction and inte- 
gration. Given the mtegration of mutually dependent entities, the 
fallacy operates by the selection of one of them as basic. Stress is 
placed upon the dependence of all the other related entities upon 
the selected segment; its dependence upon these same entities is 
either ignored or treated as of secondary significance. The favoured 
segment is regarded as integrated with all the other segments when 
It IS a matter of delineating its influence upon them , it is treated as 
if it had an existence apart from its integrations when it is a question 
of the influence exerted upon it by the other entities In other 
words, the lines of influence between the selected segment and all 
the other segments are given a one-way orientation 

The iswts of philosophy, science, religion, and politics are con- 
structed in just this fashion The conflict between tsms is usually 
a struggle between abstracted segments, eacb of which puts forward 
a claim to a preponderant position in the economy of the whole 
of which It IS a part. Person^ elements enter mto the conflict when 
the champions of the several segments feel their social status to be 
bound up with the fate of their respective segments. In every conflict 
of isms the thought of the contestants suffers from a psydiological 
as well as a logical handicap. Personal bias unites with the fallacy 
of abstraction and integration to lower the quality of thought. 

What would constitute a true concept of the basicality of an 
entity? Any thing is basic with reference to whatever is dependent 
upon it. Any part of an entity is basic to the extent that it. the part, 
functions as fundament to any other part, or to the entity as a 
w’hole. This IS an inclusive, as opposed to an exclusive conception 
of the basic It precludes the dramatic discovery of some one of 
the many integrated parts of a complex entity as the basis thereof. 
This means less drama, but more science and philosophy. 

If anything be constituted of ordered elements, then either these 
elements or their order can be said to be basic relatively to that 
which they constitute. This is simple and obvious, but the partisans 
of tsms will have none of it Yet it must be apparent that an interpre- 
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tation in tenns of an integration and interplay of constituent 
elements is juster than one that conceals the dependence of some 
favoured element upon coordinate factors, while it over-emphasizes 
their dependence upon the element in question. 

That which is interpreted in terms of its constituent elements and 
their order may itself be an element, set in a larger order. Its adequate 
explanation would then require a recognition of the basic function 
of that more comprehensive system. 

There thus issues a conception of an organizational basicahty. 
The structure of an entity becomes as basic to that entity as any or 
all of its constituent elements. And one of the fundaments on which 
anything that is itself a member of a more comprehensive system 
rests IS that system itself. 

This discussion of basicaVity brings to view one of the merits of 
an order philosophy, and that is this, that it makes for the total, as 
against the segmental or isolated view The apprehension of an 
order requires that it be grasped as a unit. And the locus of an order 
is the total field in which the order is exhibited. Thought in terms 
of order is therefore fatal to the kind of abstraction that involves 
the explanation of an existent or a process without reference to the 
system of which it is a part Organization comes to exercise a heuristic 
function Understanding the part in terms of the whole comes to 
mean the comprehension of an existent or a process in terms of its 
comprehending system. 

IV 

The body-mind problem has constituted an exercise in substantival 
futility Two substances, mind and matter, have been thought to 
be in juxtaposition, if not indeed in a more intimate unity of some 
sort In some way quite inconceivable they interact. But how a 
solid, weighty substance like matter could act upon, or be acted 
upon, by an imponderable, “unsubstantial" substance like mind, 
no one can tell Or their unity has been conceived as external to 
them both — their actions are parallel. But this only adds to the 
mystery. If parallelism is not interaction, then it is miracle. Leibnitz, 
Malebranche, and Geulmcx come forward with doctrines such as 
occasionalism and pre-established hannony, thus increasing the 
number of substances to three, God being the third. This latter is 
invoked as the source of a magic potency that assures parallel 
action, and therefore individual history. 

If one does not wish to burden oneself with three, or even with 
two substances in an attempt to solve the body-mind problem, 
one can turn monist. According to one's predilection, one chooses 
spirit or matter. If the choice fal^ on spirit, the body becomes an 
illusion; if it falls on matter, the mind becomes an epiphenomenon. 
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In either case, the monism is a counterfeit, and the irrepressible 
dualism breaks through. The body may be an illusion, but it is an 
illusion that no one can get rid of. One just has to accept the illusory 
body, to live as if it were a real thing. Nothing is done, and nothmg 
IS changed by terming it illusory 

If mind IS an epiphenomenon, it is none the less real. Terming it 
epiphenomenal does not lessen its reality; it merely makes it seem 
less important The materialist really evades the body*mind problem 
• — mind IS contemptuously classed as merely a by-product of an 
aura around material facts Epiphenomenalism is an evaluation, 
not an explanation. It does not dispose of the dualist problem. 

An order philosophy might offer, as a contribution to the body- 
mind problem, the hypothesis of the personality as an organization 
of elements subsisting on more than one level of being A personality 
IS a systemic totality, a structured being, exhibiting a certam degree 
of coherence, and sometimes a striving for a more thoroughgomg 
unity. The constituent elements themselves are familiar — cells, 
organs, thoughts, feelings, sentunents, emotions, impulsions, 
memories, images, percepts. These are united in lesser systems, 
called habits, complexes, behaviour patterns, cultural patterns — 
so that the personahty presents an aspect of organizations withm 
a contammg organization — a system of systems 

It IS not at all essential to conceive of the constituent elements of 
a personality as qualitatively alike They need not all be material, 
and they need not all be mental It is one of the characteristics of 
organization that it often unites entities that are qualitatively 
distinct. An organization is often a synthesis of quantitative monism 
and qualitative pluralism A human society is a synthesis of material, 
mental, social, and cultural elements An artistic product unites 
ideational, affective, and material elements Union does not require 
a joimng of like to like And so, it is quite unnecessary to conceive 
the human personahty as all material, or all mental, or all social 
The personality is not organized matter, nor a mmd with an illusion 
of body, nor a point in space at which social influences converge 
to create an individual out of nothing but themselves. But the 
personality is an organization of sub-organizations of material, 
mental, and cultural elements. This organization, the personality’s 
general framework or pattern, is the enduring self that Hume so 
vainly sought to find It is that which constitutes the character of 
a person It is that which acts, and it is that in terms of which a 
person assimilates whatever he does assimilate — and what he can 
assimilate his organization ^Vlll deteimme The maintenance of this 
integrity is health Disease is dismtegration, partial or entire Healmg 
is re-mtegration But health and healmg require also that the 
personal organization shall enter as a constitutive element into 
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social relations and organizations of a character conducive to the 
integrated function of the personality. 

\Miat the organism seems to point to is the fact that the physical, 
the luung, and the mental can subsist and function together in 
organization. How organization can brmg this to pass is a question 
that IS perhaps insoluble. But there is no doubt that it does. 

V 

How can an order philosophy resolve the epistemological problem? 
This problem has concerned itself with the dualism of knover and 
knoivn — how can this dualism be overcome? How can knower and 
known enter into the intimate unity of knowledge ? 

What does the knower know? What is it that is known? 

What is known is a structured, patterned reality. And knowledge 
is itself a type of structured reality. The knowledge-content, how- 
ever, involves two kinds of order There is an internal order, this 
being the organization and the coherence of the knowledge-content 
itself. 'Hiis is the type of coherence that receives its most perfect 
expression in a ystem of philosophy. But it is not only the philo- 
sopher’s knowledge that is organized. Everj’one’s knowledge 
exhibits a certain framework with reference to which every item of 
knowledge is oriented, and into which every new cognition is 
assimilated. 

It is the reality of this internal organization of knowledge that 
the coherence theory of truth has succeeded in grasping. Now 
whatever other distinguishing marks a body of true ideas may have, 
coherence will have to be one of them. Coherence is one of the tests 
of truth. 

Knowledge exhibits another type of order. This time it is one of 
an external sort It is the order that unites the knower to the known 
Knowledge apprehends and symbolizes the order exhibited by the 
universe and the things withm it. The process is mediated on the 
psychological side by percepts, mnemonic images, concepts, and 
systems of concepts. Perception appears to be a process by which 
the pattern and structure of thmgs and processes is more or less 
literally apprehended This may lie beyond demonstration, but it 
is at least highly probable. In practice, everyone proceeds on the 
assumption that perception does just this And if perception is 
a^ompanied by action, which is the rearrangement and creation 
of patterns, and the action results in the emergence of desired 
configurations, perception is held to have been accurate and adequate. 
Here both the correspondence and the consequence tests of truth 
receive their confirmation. 

The concept is a universal. It comprehends all the particulars 
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that belong to a class by virtue of their possession of a common 
pattern. The concept symbolizes that pattern. The concept is a 
result, not of the summation of all the percepts of the members of 
a given class, but of the abstraction from all the members of a class 
of a recurrent pattern. WTiile the pattern of any member of a class 
is itself a particular, the pattern common to all the members of a 
class is, thanks to its generality, a universaL 

The definition of knowledge as the apprehension of structure and 
configuration renders unnecessary and superfluous the conception 
of truth as useful fiction. As long as reality is conceived as either 
a substance with a mj’sterious and impenetrable “mside,” or a 
restless, chaotic, elusive flux — so changeable that the mind cannot 
dip tivice into the same universe — some sort of a plausible argument 
can be made out for the Active doctrine. Truth can then be defined 
as a system of myths that make the world appear as if it possessed 
a knowable and manipulative order, and which thereby render 
possible the acquisition of a degree of control over that world. I do 
not know whether any champion of the Active doctrme has ever 
explained how a mythical representation of a chaos as order can 
ever operate to render it controllable. A controllable chaos must 
possess regular and constant features, in which case it is not chaos 
any longer, but structure Nor do I know whether any defender of 
the doctrme under consideration has explained how one portion of 
the crazy flux can impose any degree of control over any other 
portion, as man is said to impose a control over nature. 

Be that as it may, an order philosophy renders superfluous the 
magic doctrine of fiction-truth. The order philosophy conceives 
reality as neither an impenetrable substance, an irrational surd, or 
a hopelessly wild maelstrom Reahty is a congeries of patterns and 
systems Patterns and systems are cognizable. They can be perceived, 
envisaged, traced, mampulated WTiere the strength of men is 
adequate to the task, patterns and sj'stems can be reproduced, 
controlled, created. The commerce between man and the rest of 
reahty is therefore intimate and direct, requiring no magic mter- 
vention of a middle realm of myths, essences, or fictions 

VI 

Wliat can an order philosophy say about values? The realm of 
value IS the realm of ideal order ITiis is the same as sajnng that the 
world of ^'alues is the w orld of conation, for to purpose is to entertain 
an ideal scheme, and to attempt to execute a purpose is to endeavour 
to impose an ideal order upon a situation that is in some way 
unsatisfactory' or incomplete. Hence that is valuable which creates, 
sustams, or exhibits an order desirable to some one. Value is therefore 
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a function of the relation between a person and an ideal order, 
sought for or attained. This is not a hedonistic conception of value. 
It does not locate value in the mere satisfaction of wants, however 
refined. In order that there be an experience of value, it is lequiied 
that there shall be an ideal order in process of creation, material- 
ization, or appreciation. Hence value is neither in the object — ideal 
order — solely, nor solely in the subject. It is a function of a relation 
between both It requires both, and in a certain relation to each other. 

Logical, aesthetic, and ethical values respectively make for or 
exhibit truth, beauty, and goodness These three always involve a 
reference to certain types of ideal order The ideal order connoted 
by truth has to do with the relation between ideas, and between 
ideas and the ob]ects they have reference to. A proposition or system 
of propositions is true when it apprehends and symbolizes the 
structure and pattern of that to which it refers. A system of 
propositions that succeeds in doing this will also reveal an internal 
consistency. A system of propositions is also true if its grasp of a 
configuration of things is such as to facilitate its reshaping to suit 
the demands of an ideal order. The truth of a system of propositions 
thus involves an internal and an external order: the order of terms 
and propositions within the system, and the orderly relation to the 
set of external objects to w'hich the system has reference. 

In every work of art, some experience that possesses significance 
for the artist receives formal expression. The latter is essential if 
the experience in question is to acquire communicability and 
permanence. If the form is not achieved, the experience, however 
intense, remains nothing more than a formless and fleeting blotch 
in the history of the experiencer. Form is implicated in the ve^ 
notion of expression, for to be expressed is to receive definiteness in 
some degree. The expression is artistic if it is able in some degree 
to reproduce m others the artist’s experience. This reproduction wnU 
require the imposition of appropriate patterns upon material media. 
If the pattern functions not only to communicate the artist's experi- 
ence, but also to satisfy the appreciator’s sense for form, it is termed 
beautiful Beauty is not completely definable; but the kind of 
patterning denominated by such terms as rhythm, symmetry, 
balance, harmony, seems to be a necessary condition of beauty. 
Beauty seems to be a function of the relation between a form so 
qualified and its appreciator. 

What can an order philosophy say about goodness? An order 
philosophy views human beings and societies as structured entities. 
Every personality and every society is an organization of elements 
of many kinds. Every person and every society shares the tendencj 
of all things to maintain its mtegrity. The good for the individual 
consists in the maturation of the several elements of the personaht j , 
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that might have been expended on the integrative ordering of the 
self is diverted to the subjection of the exploited. Second, exploi- 
tation is katathymic for exploiter as well as exploited. In both, 
fear and hatred give birth to a paranoid mentality. Third, in subject- 
ing human beings to exploitation, the exploiter deprives himself 
of a necessary condition of his own completer growth and maturation : 
intercourse with matured and well-integrated personalities. 

The problem of modem life is that of the displacement of kata- 
thymic conflict and exploitation by instrumentalities capable of 
eflecting a purer and more widely distributed integration, persona! 
and social It is impossible entirely to avoid destructive conflicts, 
those internal to society as well as those internal to the individual. 
But conflicts can to some extent be elirmnated and assuaged bj’ the 
reorganization of life among democratic lines, democracy being 
defined as an order in which human groups and individuals are 
related in such fashion that the maturation, integrity, and abundant 
function of each depends upon, and contributes to, the maturation, 
mtegrity, and abundant function of the others. 
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PHILOSOPHY IN ITALY 

In 1920 Bignone published an Italian translation of the writings and frag- 
ments of Epicurus in Laterra’s library of Ancient and Mediaeval Philosophers 
which in many respects added to and improved upon Usener’s classic collection 
of Epicures He has since then zealously prosecuted these studies, and arrived 
at some very mterestmg conclusions which be has given out m two volumes 
published lately • His starting-pomt is the observation that the writings of 
Epicurus often have a polemical tone, and not only rebut the accusations of 
adversaries who misinterpret the new doctrme, but are often directed also 
against those precedmg philosophers who denied to pleasure a stable and 
certain nature on which a system of ethics could be based BigDooe has set 
himself the task of particulanziog these aaoa)*mous predecessors, and thereby 
bunging the Epicurean polemic into more striking relief It was easy and safe 
to start from the staodpomt that Epicurus m bis rehabihtation of pleasure 
had to oppose Plato and the Platomsts, but at what Platonists m particular 
did he take aim’ In answering this question Bignoue has been able to make 
use of recent Aristotelian studies, especially those of Jaeger, which have 
thrown much light on the first phase of the Staginte's philosophy, of a purely 
Platonic inspiration As is well known, some exoteric dialogues belong to this 
phase, such as the Eudentos, the Protrepiicon, and 0 » philosophy, which have 
to a large extent disappeared, though it has been fouud possible to reconstruct 
a few scattered fragments of them The great scholastic works which reveal 
the full independence and maturity of Aristotle's genius have eclipsed them 
in the memory of posterity But ongmally there were only these dialogues, 
the only ones published, to make Aristotle's thought known to the public 
outside the peripatetic school The scholastic writings on the other hand 
remained unknoira until the tune of Sulla W'hat w-oader, then, if Epicurus, 
in combatmg Platonism, had in mind these dialogues, which give out the 
fundamental conceptions of Platonism m a more decisive and dogmatic form 
than that of the Platomc dialogues’ 

This was the starting-point for Bignone’s researches In the carrymg out of 
his plan he has discovered or rediscovered an enormous mass of evidential 
material, and he has been able to use it u^emously m a two-fold fashion, 
makmg use of the references of Epicoms and the Epicureans to add to our 
knowledge of the lost writings of Aristotle, and utilizing this knowledge in 
order to bnng mto sharper focus the fragments and testimonies relating to 
Epicurus Thus his studies end by bimgmg to light a greater knowledge of 
both Anstotle and Epicurus 

It is clearly impossible to sommanze m a few hues the contents of more 
than a thousand pages of labcwious and learned investigations This notice is 
only intended to be a recommendation to the reading of the work itself, which, 
from a formal point of vuew, is an excellent example of accurate and patient 
philological criticism, and. from the pomt of view of results, allows us to 
visuahze with greater amphtude and colour a histoncal era of transition 

« Ettore Bigvone L’ArisloUle perduto e la formazione filiisofica ii Eptcuro (La Nuova 
Itaki editnce, Fireare, rgjS, 2 vote , pp xvu, 410, 633} 
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between classicism and hellentsio In addition, it afiords ns the minor advan- 
tages of seeing many passages wlijch formerly seemed obscure in commentators 
and cntics cleared up in the light of the Cttnflict of ideas betw^n the philo- 
sopJaical schools as revealed by Bignoaie. It is opportune to add, however, 
that in so great a harvest of rediscoveries and reinterpretations not e\ erj-thing 
is pure gold It happens sometimes to Bignone, as to every discoverer, to 
explain too many things in the light of his discovery, forcing the sense of some 
text, and in particular making the lost Anstotle the perpetual target of all 
the arrows of the Epicurean polemic, while in some cases it would be simpler 
and more natural to admit that they were directed agamst the Platonic 
Academy in general Or e\en against some Academic philosopher nearer to 
Epicurus whose works have equally been loat 

The relationship between l^c^n and Macbiavelli, evidenced by frequent 
quotations from the latter in the works of the former, has not escaped the 
attention of historians, even m the past But now for the first time it has 
formed the subject of a separate study by N. Orsim,' who, besides catefoUy 
scrutinizing the Baconian citations, seeks also to trace an. ideal derivation of 
Bacon's practical philosophy from that of the Florentine secretary. Orsini’s 
I'ork IS therefore of less interest to students as an inveshgatioa into ongms 
than, as an attempt at a genetic Tecoustruttaon of the Baconian ethics—that is. 
of that part of the 9j*stem which is genemUy neglected by histonans 

There is a famous passage in the Advancement cj Learnwg in which Bacon 
affirms ‘that we are much beholden to Machiavel and others, that write 
what men do and not what they ought to do. For it is not possible to join 
serpentine wisdom with the colambiae mnocencj', except men know exactly 
all the conditions of the serpent " This passage reveals dearly enough m 
what sense and within what bmits Bacon is disposed to accept the redism 
of the Itahan politiciaa — not as the total ti^msion oi human nature, but as 
a shrewd charactenratioa of an elementary and fundamental aspect of it, 
from which it is not posable to separate the other aspect {the colnmbme 
innocence) m which morahcj properly consists. 

However, it often falls to Bacon, as a pohbctan, to lay excessive emphasis 
On the former aspect m comparison with the latter, and consequently to 
concede to Machiavelli more than be would be disposed to grant him m the 
matter of principle Thus the Faber Foriunae and the Essays are all com- 
pounded of pure Machiavelhsm, and Machiavelhan also is the advice that 
Bacon, in his nunistenal capacity, gave to Queen Elizabeth with regard to the 
policy to be followed towards the Catholics. He suggested to the Queen that 
If she wished to leave them powerful she should make them more satisfied, 
and if she wished to leave them discontented she should make them weaker, 
while the worst course to follow would be to make them powerful and dis- 
satisfied Bat apart from all this Machiavelhsm in detail. Bacon’s whole 
conception of politics u of purely hlachiaveOian laspiration, comprising as i 
does the nuhrary view of the state and of virtue, the policy of e-xpanaon ahu 
naturalization, the idea of bnngiDg goveiumeats back to first principles m 
Order to strengthen and maintain them, and other similar maxims. 

There is, however, m Bacon the othec aspect of the practical prob!«» 
The individual is not only himself, hence he ought not to seek only i’onvni 
smtaUs. but he is aho part of a whole to which he is subordinated Conse- 
quently bonuin comunvcnis is snpentjr to bonwn suilaUs. But how art egoism 
and morahtj- to be reconciled m a single view of life? Orsmi de^vtes the 
Whole of the second part of hss essay to this problem, and perhaps sho^s 
himself disposed to attribute to Bacon a mucb clearer awareness of «“e 
• NiPOLEOVK O rsist eacontfZj/artMtwBifE-degUOrfien.Geiiova, 
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distmction and agreement between the two sides than he had m reality. 
It does not seem to me that the passages he qnotes go beyond an empiric 
eclecticism, stiU nnaware of the conflicts latent between the two forces, which 
may be concealed under an apparent leconaliation Bacon’s «ew is certainly 
interestmg that "the referrmg all to a man's self is more tolerable m a sovereign 
prince, becanse themselves are not only themselves, but their good and evil 
IS at the peril of their pobhc fortune " But here Bacon is reasoning as a 
pohtician, and the common good he has m mind ha.g no moral value, although 
It has an utilitarian value On the other hand, when he reasons as a philosopher 
and not as a pohtician, the formula at which he arrives is neither more nor 
better than a compromise "Divide with reason between self love and society, 
and be so true to th>-seli as thou be non false to others, specially to the kmg 
and country ■’ 

On these and other similar fragments it is not possible to base a distinction 
and a speculatiie agreement between egoism and morahtv And it n. not to 
be wondered at that it is not possible, it is enough to consider that all the 
nch flowering of English 'morahsm ' of the eighteenth century, from Shaftes- 
buri- to the elaborators of the ideas ol theij predecessors, has not m this 
respect gone beiond the Baconian compromise The fact is that the deeper 
problem which lay concealed under the facile agreement was still very 
immature and premature 

GCIDO DE RcOOIERO 

{TranslaUd from the Italian by Constance M Allen ) 
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Examination of McTaggayt's Philosophy, Vol. II. By C. D. Broad, Litt D , 
F B A (London Cambridge at the University Press 1938. Part I, 
Pp Ixxv + 513 Part II. Pp 281 Price 45s net ) 

A reviewer's principal business is to tell his readers what to expect, and 
here I find mysell in a certain difficulty I find it hard to conjecture what 
expectations most readers are hkely to entertain, although I can be pretty 
sure that then attitude, in most instances, is rather different from mine. I, 
along with Jlr Broad, was a pupU of McTaggart’s when he made the first 
adumbration of hw new pbilosopffical system — then called "The Dialectic of 
Existence” — m a senes of college lectures supernumerary to the official pro- 
gramme Like puppies, we exercised our teeth upon his arguments, but we 
probably did less damage than puppies commonly do Nevertheless, I have a 
rather special interest both m the later forms of McTaggart’s great 
physical adventure, and m the opinions about it that Mr Broad has formulated 
in his distinguished matunty 

Let me then say certain things m general McTaggart’s Nature ofExisHr^ 
and Mr Broad's Examination of it together comprise about a million words 
in the proportion of rather more than three of Broad to two of McTaggart 
That IS a lot of metaphysics Indeed, when Mr Broad, m the preface to the 
present (concluding) instalments of his work, congratulates himself upon 
able to turn to other matters after the completion of his Five Years Ran. 
and says that “enough is as good as a feast," one is tempted to suspect tha 
he has rather Gargantuan notions of sufficiency. But of course there is a place 
for feasts, and the fear of over nutrition may be baseless. Mr Broad is 
thorough but seldom, if ever, prolix . and thoroughness is a welcome quality 

The situation as a whole is full of mterest. Mr. Broad is the most cnnnen 
of contemporary middle aged British philosophers and he is examining one 
of the three or four outstanding British philosophers during the first qu^er 
of the present century Elaborate commentaries by eminent philosop 
upon contemporary or near-cOntemporary philosophers of compara 
eminence are rather rare although they are not unknown One thinks, or 
instance, of Leibniz’s Nouveawe Essats or. on a lower but Still upon a nig 
plane, Mill’s Examination of Hamilton For the most part, however, elaborate 
commentaries deal with the great who have been dead a long time, but w 0 
works continue to live Most commentanes upon contemporaries or n 
contemporaries are written by lesser men and are either polemical or p 
visional or both Here we have precisely the opposite case Mr. Broad anus, 
if not at finality, at something as near to finahty as any detached, industnocs 
and able commentator has ever aimed at, and his book, although ^ 

cntical, IS not a polemic The conditions of its ongiu favour piety an u 
polemics Polemics are roused by books of wide influence that (m the 
view) are dangerous if not positively pernicious That is not what . 

here. McTaggart, according to Mr. Broad, was remarkable for his dialec ^ 
skill and virtuosity even when compared with men of Leibniz's stature o 
Hegel's, be had certain other marks of philosophical greatness m a ^^8^ 
degree , but his influence has not been and is not likely to be very grea 
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among the elite, to say nothing of the rabble Consequently he could not be 
very dangerous or very pemiaous even if he had been mistaken in wajs 
rather hard to detect 

The point invites pursuit Why should McTaggart's philosophy be examined 
so sedulously by such a remarkably efficient commentator ’ Mr Broad's fuller 
answer would seem to be, m effect, that the enunent clarity of McTaggart’s 
dialectical skill gives other philosophers an unusual metaphysical opportunity 
Very little time has to be wasted m discussmg what the author may con- 
ceivably have meant The argument's the thmg, and it is nearly alivays quite 
plam what the argument is Agam, RIcTaggart was almost unique among the 
more ambitious dialecticians in exposmg the cards that his system required 
him to play Where Hegel or Bradley were content to suggest that certam 
paradoxical conclusions (such as the tunelessness of reahty or the spiritual 
transparency of apparently clouded sensory fact) must be. McTaggart tried 
to show m somethmg like detail, what the thing that must be also itould be 
Hence a close examination of his philosophy has the signal ment of telling 
the world what a man lets himself m for if be accepts a metaphysical view 
that IS apt to attract because it seems to be mystical and inspiring Further, 
even if McTaggart’s philosophy is top heavy with dialectic, and thinnisb about 
the keel because of its author's ignorance of natural science and contempt for 
history, it is still one of the best examples of an attempt to elicit consequences 
of great speculative and practical pith from a pnon premisses that so far as 
may be are self-evident Mr Broad suggests unkindly that "speculative” 
philosophy IS always a barren virgm uiiless she has clandestine intercourse 
with science or history, but many have thought the contrary 
The first two of these claims have a great deal of weight The third seems 
shghter In the first place its conclusion would be freely and generally accepted 
at the present tune — perhaps too freely and too generally There does not seem 
to be any urgent need for pomtmg this moral so very sedulously Still, nails 
should be driven home, even when they seem pretty firm It may therefore 
be expedient, although it may look a Lttle officious, to fortify a principle that 
is very widely held and that may be the case even when it is remembered that 
McTaggart’s system was based very largely upon principles for which he did 
not claim self -evidence although he mvanably claimed that they were ultimate 
The distinction does not greatly affect bis conception of the method and the 
possible power of metaphvsic^ weapons In the second place, however, it 
has to be remarked that RIcTaggart s failure as a philosophical architect (if 
such failure could be shown) would not prove that his conception of meta- 
physics was rmstaken It would only show that yet another grandiose meta- 
physics of this type had fallen by the way, despite the astonishing virtuosity 
of Its designer That would be a depressmg result to certain hopeful people, 
but it need not have a very cathoLc significance 

At this point (I think) I may give the reader a little more information (and 
I admit that, up to the present, I haven’t given him very much) One of the 
inevitable disadvantages m most philosophical systems that are at all elaborate 
IS that the designers have to take so much pams about the mtemal technology 
of the system without any apparent net gam of a more general kind Smce 
nothmg else is possible, nobody is entitled to complam It is difficult, however, 
to retain a pierfervid interest in such problems if the whole system sags, and, 
more particularly, if it cannot be restored by a technical reconstruction along 
similar lines Lnfortunately this difficulty is quite strikingly apparent m the 
present instance McTaggart professed to be able to prove a great deal that 
was verv important without the aid of his Prmciple of Detemumng Cor- 
respondence, but if that prmciple has to be abandoned the highest towers 
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rf his i»posi»g system become ladechUy msecme sod Mr. Btosd de™bshed 
the pnociple so tboroogMy m the first volume of h.s &om.«aho» that I at 
least have^^o trish to attempt to restore it m any ivay at all. Consequently a 
mat part of the eight hundred pages of this second votame is engaged m 
£adoiv-bo*iug, and in exercises of an anafooiical kind that me subject to 
the objection that they are deahng with a chimerical organism that never \ 
atd nicer conld have been vraUe. Mr Broad (as be says) nay have fomd 
mnch mtellectnal profit (and he has certainly displayed immense 
abditv) m examinmg a broken lock that he knewr to he broken ™d h™ 
Wber'e he has gained so much his readers, m a smaller way may also gam. 
Indeed, anyone who follows tas arguments closely has by that very cmnm- 
stance attamed a high-grade logrcal level The benefit may •hemfom ^ con- 
sidetable, but it is largely mdvrect. and there rmght be other and less obbqnt 
\va>-s of leamiug to keep one’s head 

I shaU nc,^v tw to answer a natural if a rather naughty quesfcon Reader 
of Mill's E»amxnah<m of HimiUfon (tet us say) might 
leam a good deal from that -vtotk even if theu knowledge of Hatton him 
did not appreciably exceed what the book said about to Headers of bamr 
Upon St Thomas might similarly learn a good deal mthout «veie c n 
study of that doctor Such an attitude on the reader s part is, 
regrettable m certain -ways and w manifestly unfair ^ 

Thomas as the case may be. Nevertheless, an adequate study both of McTag^ 
and of this commentary is a pretty big job U is therefore of 
ask whether a reader of this EMmi«utio« (and more specifically of tae se^ 
volume of the ExamxnaUon now under review) could expect a .. 

he had only a general knowledge of McTaggart’s attitude, and re 
book for its separate individual delectability 

On that I should report somewhat as follows’ McTaggart was J 

dissatisfied with most of the attempts to prove ontological A , 

the spiritual constitution of reality), but he bebeved that he had ou 
better way to demonstrate that conclusion This new way was 
involved a highly complicated metaphysical argument The 
supplied m the first volume of The Nature of Existence, to wmcn 
volume of this £rami«fl(icrM corresponds McTaggart's second vo u ^ 
which Mr Broad’s second volume corresponds) reaped the 
volume, and saw to it that the fruits were mature before the harves 
harvest, as Mr Broad says, may fairly be descnbed as both exciting ^ 

plex It involves a drastic re-analysis of the current psychological conc^^ ^ 
of conscious and of subconscious experience, a closer mvestigauon 
common of the nature of selves, the rejection of tune and its suppian g ^ 
eternity, a detailed review of human error, its genera, its cause an i 
a prolonged examination of the pre- and post existence of ^ o{ 

that now appear to exist, of the nature of value, of eternal 
optimism These are all exatmg topics, as metaphysicians count 
and those who are not metaphysicians should leave McTagg^ 
examiner quite stemlv alone. . was 

Thus McTaggart’s second volume contains the play to which the ^ 
an extensive prologue, and the exammer taxes his remarkable powers . 
fullest extent m consulting the reader’s legitimate wants He excels i j 

tion For the most part he explains McTaggart’s views in a lucid an c 
independent statement , and he does not hinder the reader’s itinerary ^ 
than the necessary minimum of references and of quotations He 
retrospectively to his own or to McTa^art’s first volume except 

rare occasions when he has no choicein the matter. McTaggart sseco 
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may be read profit and interest wifliont more than a general (if accurate) 
recollection of the first. The same is tine of the second TOlnme of the 
Examir.aUon In abundant stretches this volume is esatmg and \'alnable for 
any philosopher. On the other hand, there are also long stretches nec^sanly 
concerned with ilcTaggart’s technology. Broad has indented a mnch 
simpler notation than ilcTaggart’s, but still a notation that requires close 
attention and is alwars readj' to eat op the pages Therefore mCKt readers 
who are looking for honey would find plenty of it but would also find a lot 
of scentle:^ \egetatiQn I am therefore rather sorry for such a reader If be 
neglects the technological discussion he will miss more than he can aSord to 
miax If he gives his mind to it he may doubt whether the reward is piopor- 
tionate. So his case is hard. However, there is at least a very full and a very 
accurate smopsis as well as cleai general duectiocs and properlv labelled 
paiagiaphs Readers of this type are treated as well as they could be treated, 
and can ha\c no ground for complaining The book was not written for them 
but It does not shut theta oat 

To say these things is to say that the book is m substance what it professes 
to be, 1-12 a commentary It is also (as I have said) an cntendenbous com- 
mentary without an ultenor purpose Therefore it has the liniitatioas of its 
genre So long as a commentator speaks to his bnei he is, so to sav, a tied 
philosopher His author calls the tune He pipes and dances to it. perhaps 
impro\mg it \'astly. but he is soil its obedient servant This state of afairs, 
when the commentator is the author's equal, tempers the reader s satisfaction 
The commentator stops when the reader noold hke bim to proceed If the 
commentator is thorough (and ilr. Broad u devastatmgly so) he elaborates 
each point of substance as and when it toms op The junification for so full 
a treatment most often be only that the author treated it ten full\ When 
ilr Broad finds what be calls a "rookery of mares’ nests be has to fire 
separately opon etei^ mare's nest in the rooken* The e£aenc\ of the marks- 
manship doea not always tempt a spectator to linger It is not terv thrilling 
\Mien we bate found, for example, that ilcTaggart was fond of talking about 
quantitv and measurement v«-itbout bavug much more than a dangerous half , 
knowledge of that snbject, we may be excused for having a certain impatience 
with the detailed exhibition of his defects m this partic ular , eten if we our- 
selves share his taste and also his weakness The policy of ' Thorough" has 
certam drawbacks 

Spealang generally, boweter, it apipieais to me that ilr Broads second 
t olume IS more skilfully consliucted than his first The first t olume seemed 
to stick rather too closely to ilacTaggart’ s words and wavs WTien ilr Broad 
made definitely independent contnbutioiis he marked them with a star 
These constellations seemed sometimes to ba\e a rather aibitiarv ongm, and 
some of their members were more dwarfish than the others To our jov Mr 
Broad has abandoned all that in the present %-olnme, and ha«; chosen instead 
to gi%e us a steadier Mew of his own opinions Sometimes he savs, "I shall 
discuss this subject mm\ own wav and apply the result to IlcTaggart’s theorv 
Sometimes he savs, I shall put McTaggart’s views m my own wav and then 
sat what I think about them ' Both methods are somewhat unusual in a 
commentator, but the> sensiblv d immish (although thev cannot o\ ercome) 
the restramts to which a iaithfuJ commentary is necessanlv subject Hence 
the reader s interest is proportjocately stimnlated, and ilr Broad hag all the 
quahties that are necessary for his very diversified task, usually m an ex- 
ceptioaallv high degree There are few, if any, in the country who can match 
his skill m presenting a phenomenology of perception and of temporal process 
His grasp of what nsed to be called psychology is firm and arresting He has 
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a mas^erj' of abstract fogic and of <6e foundations of the quantitative sdences 
greatly superior to that of xDOst contemporary philosophical ivriters. He is 
quite ■well \’ersed in the thicket of puzales m which what is called “value- 
theory" lurks to-day. Hence his argumepts and conclusions have frequently 
a vivid interest largely additional to anything that McTaggart may have said. 

If these remarks convey the unptessioa that it w ould have been desirable 
to have had still more of Broad and far less of McTaggart, I hasten to supply 
the necessarj' corrective. There are parts of the subject in which Mr Broad's 
Nuews are more valuable than McTaggart's, and Mr Broad is often cnppled 
by being what he sets out to be, a commentator Also (as I have said) 
McTaggart’s ship was wTecked and, concerning parts of it, there is not an 
absorbing source of interest m the question whether it is broken up by a 
skilled workman, or is left to dismtegrate in more casual ways. A failure in 
demonstration need not point the wav to a better demonstration or, in the 
altematne, show that no healthy proof is possible. It may be, m substance, 
a dead loss But McTaggart set bimself a great task that feiv would concene 
and few er w ould execute Hence his commentator is led mto many discussions 
that he might not have raised had he developed an independent philosophy, 
and w e, the readers, may gam m consequence Something of the kind, I think, 
has happened ra the present instance The evammatjon has forced the ev- 
aininer to discuss much that, sibi penntssiis, he might reasonably have avoided 
Agam, to mention a point ol considerable importance, it is illummating to 
have these problems discussed by a pair of philosophers, both of whom write 
admirably, although m vastly diHerent styies 1 shall not try to compare theu 
merits m this respect I have always thought McTaggart one of the best 
writers on technical philosophical subjects in the entire history of the English 
language, but the complementary' excellences of Mr. Broad's very character- 
istic style are a constant source of pleasure and of profit 

Having said so much I may further be asked whether I expect the reader 
to show what, to parody one of Mr Broad's phrases, might be called "fuE 
expository acceptance" of this commentary On that question I have already 
mdicated my general opinions It would be almost impossible for anyone to 
take more trouble oier another mnn’s ideas than Mr. Broad has done here 
Had McTaggart been alive 1 have little doubt that he would have accepted 
the accuracy of Mr Broad’s account of his philosophy both in larger and m 
smaller matters and would have gladly admitted the legitimacy and value of 
his cnticisms That is not to say that he might not have rephed very eSectively 
to many of the criticisms, but lacking McTa^art's powers, I am afraid I am 
unequal to the task of venturing upon a cxjunter-examinatioa. 

For myself, however (to mention no other matters), I confess that I should 
very much like to have some mklmg of the views of McTaggart’s post-existent 
spirit upon Mr Broad’s account of the Specious Present, and upon the dis- 
tinction between contmuants and occurrences in its relabon to absolute 
becommg On the former point I am substantiahy on Jlr .Broad’s side The 
way in which McTaggart and many of his contemporaries and successors spoke 
of the Specious Present seems to me to have been an open scandal, and I 
greatly admire Mr Broad’s attempt to remove the scandal (together with his 
similar remarks upon the perception of spatial boundanes). Nevertheless, I 
doubt whether a presented temporal stretch does appear "to tad off uiufon^' 
from a maximum at its later boundary ” I we have to distmguish 

betw een what is ostensibly “eomg" and what is ostensibly “gone.” The former 
IS presented (although m part strictly past), but it seems to me that the 
appearance of “going” does not occur until the presented entity is very nearly 
gone, and so that a part of the pre«toted stretch (although stnctly past) d«s 
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not even seem to be “going “ As to continuants and occuirents, I admire 
Mr Broad's confidence in the ultiinate metaphysical validity of this dis* 
tmction, but have to confess that I do not share it Indeed, I believe that 
McTaggart \ias m the right and his examiner m the ^ong What is the 
“absolute becoming" of a continuant except an occurrence’ AMiat is a con- 
tmuant except its history’ WTiat nltiniately is the distmction between what 
Mr Broad calls "quasi-contmuants*’ and genuine ones ’ I am also very doubt- 
ful about what Mr Broad repeatedly' says about “dispositions ’’ I allow that 
m talking, e g , about a self we mclude hypothetical propositions about what 
it would do or imght have done That is a legitimate way of speaking, but it 
does not prove that a self at any given tun e is more than its history up to 
that time (unless the "history" is a set of propositions about it) or that it is 
a (developing’) "continuant" that m some mysterious way takes to itself a 
“history ” 

But I must stop I cannot, without arbitrarmess, select such smaller 
questions for separate discussion, and sub specie temporis must acquiesce m 
the frustration of my desire to do so I would only say that if any reader 
detects traces of what Mr Broad would call “fulfilled aversion” in readmg 
this review, I beg him to neglect my baltuDg efforts and go to the book itself 
He will have no fulfilled aversion tf he reads as much of it as appeals to him, 
and then the rest (tf any) 

I have noticed very few nusprmts, or other instances of what I take to be 
shps On page 19 (last hue), (i) should be (u) On page 148, 1 17, “discretely” 
should be “discreetly " It seems to me that on page 309, lines 30 and 32, 
“last” should be “first" and "first" should be last " In the neighbourhood 
of (and mcludmg) page 334 there is an eruption of the word “presently" 
that, although a Scot, I find puzzlmg On page 783, “include ’ should be 
“includes ” John Lmrd 


A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibnti By Bertrand Rcssell, 
Xew impression with a new preface (London George Allen & Unwin, 
Ltd 1937 Pp xxm-)-3>t Price 1 2S 6d ) 

This book onginallv published m 1900 by the Cambridge University’ Press 
has been out of print for some time It is now reissued by Allen & Unwm 
without any modification either of type or of paging, but with a new preface 
The only thing that is changed is the paper and the bindmg 

The reissue is to be welcomed Mr Russell s discussions are always sug- 
gestive, however much one mav disagree with his mterpretation , and as the 
book has taken its place among the small number of influential expositions 
of Leibmz, it is very desirable that it should be generally accessible 

The mam thesis of the book can be stated somewhat as follows Any' 
philosophy which is based on the notion of substance must be either a monistic 
pantheism, such as that of Spinoza, or a monadistic atheism (pp 172, 185) A 
philosophy of substance cannot be theistic Now Leibniz expounds a philosophy 
of substance which is both monadistic and theistic The whole of the theolo 
gical part is. however, not merely inconsistent woth his philosophy, but 
extraneous to it, and can therefore be cut out from the mam exposition of 
his philosophy \Vhen this is done, the purely monadistic part can be shown 
to foUow from five premisses, three of which are mutually’ mconsistent 
Leibniz's philosophv is then mconsistent with itself, but his greatness as a 
philosopher is due to the fact that his work brings out clearly the mcon- 
sistency of his premisses 
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I can only touch on a few important points The first of Mr. Russell’s 
premisses is, that every proposition has a subject and a predicate, and he 
thinks that this premiss is responsible for what he considers Leibniz’s mis 
takes in the treatment of rdations, aggregates, space, and time (pp 12-15) 
He interprets Leibniz as holdmg that relations between terms are accidents 
of the mind contemplating the terms, that propositions about number are 
mental, that abstraction is falsification, and that space and time are sub- 
jective for none of these entities can enter into stnct subject-prediate 
propositions Hence hir Russell regards the epithets which frequently occur 
in I,eibmz, "a purely ideal being," "a being of reason." "a mental entity" (or 
more frequently, "a semi-mental entity") as "abusive epithets” (p 129). 

In all this, I think, Mr Russell fads to do justice to Leibniz’s treatment of 
ideal entities, and he fads because his first premiss really includes two distinct 
prmciples, which ought to be stated separately The first of these can be 
called purely logical It is that every proposition can be treated as a com- 
plex entity containing a number ot notions, and assertmg that one set of 
notions is contained in another set This Leibniz bolds of every proposition, 
however complex In this sense he would agree that every proposition can 
be treated as having a subject and a predicate. But from this principle nothing 
of an ontological character would follow For that we need a different pnnciple, 
which IS ontological It is that nothing can be strictly said to be real which 
* substance All entities not substances are ideal, and have when con- 
sidered in themselves no existence, but are derived by some process, of 
abstraction, comparison, aggregation, etc , from substances Though not real, 
they are, however, not nothing, and their consideration is important for the 
uaderstandmg of subsUnces They are akin ui nature to eternal truths 

By including both these principles nnder the single principle that every 
proposition bas a subject and a predicate. Mr. Russell can easily show that 
I^bniz 8 metaphysics follows from his logic It would be equally easy to show 
that Leibniz s logic follows from his metaphysics 1 believe that the whole 
dispute vs futile, and that the tivo sides always went together m the thought 
of Leibnu 

Mr RusseU’s third premiss IS that "true propositions not assertmg existence 
at particular times are necessary and anaJ^ic, but such as assert existence at 
particular times are contingent and synthetic *' He admits that Leibniz does 
not use the terms analytic and synthetic, but he introduces them in order to 
make distmctions not clearly made by Leibniz, and argues that the use of 
t e single parr, necessary and contingent, prejudices the issue in Leibniz's 

involves a misinterpretation 

ofLeibmz According to Mr Russell, Leibniz holds that every true proposition 

referring to mere possibles is analytic and necessary. Contmgency comes in 
o y m regard (a) to propositions asserting that something exists, and (6) to 
pr^ositions assertmg a connection between various actual predicates of a 
particular substance Mr Russell puts it (p 28) . "All the predicates are 
necessarily connected with the subject, but no concrete predicates are neces- 
sarily connected with each other " The first part of this statement is incorrect 
It mi^es the distinction Leibniz iwav«^ between metaphysical necessity and 
ypo necessity. Again, it by a synthetic proposition is meant what it 

meant for Kant, viz one which asserts of a subject a predicate not contamed 
m the notion of the subject, and if all contingent propositions are synthetic, 
^en all Leibniz $ discussions r^aiding contingency become nonsensical 
For precisely what Leibniz asserts m those discussions is that there are two 
disfmcf ways m which a predicate can be contained m the notion of a subject 
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— 'hvo distinct kinds of tnesse — one of which makes the proposition asserting 
the connexion necessary, the other makes it contingent This second kind of 
tnesse is found in the realm of possibles, as well as the first kind, and the 
proof of the connection— ei en wi thin the realm of possibles — m^'ohes an 
iinendmg process which is as different ffom that by which metaphj-sically 
necessary propositions are proved as the number i 414 is from It is 
just this difference which is the mark of contingenc>- There are thus two 
points m which Leibniz’s account of contingencj' is in conflict mth 3Ir. 
Russell’s premiss' (1) it applies withm the realm of possibles, (u) contmgent 
propositions are not synthetic 

Again, there are some statements m Leibniz which would give colour to 
Mr Russell’s view that propositions asserting actual existence are sj-nthetic, 
but thi<t is nevertheless quite out of keeping with the main tendency' of 
Leibniz’s philosophy, and there are far more passages asserting the contrarj- 
A sjmthetic proposition would, in fact, be a proposition which asserted a con- 
nection between S and P without any ground m the nature of 5 And it is 
just this which Leibniz alwaj-s demes on the basis of his prmciple of sufficient 
reason There are. of course, manv' difficulties mvolved m Leibniz’s treatment 
of actual existence, of which the critical one is seen when it is asked m what 
way the notion of a substance considered as possible diffeis from the notion 
of the same substance actuallv existing I( there is no difference, then existence 
IS not a predicate If there is a difference, then existence is a predicate not 
contamed in the notion of the substance considered as possible Mr Russell 
thinV< Leibniz accepts the second alternative, and considers that he ought to 
have accepted the first Tbns Mr Russell usee the second as the basis of his 
account of contingent proposibons as s^'nthetic, while pressmg the first 
against Leibniz's ontological proof of God's existence Leibniz was himself 
aware of the difficulty, and tried to meet it by defining existence as a predi- 
cate, but as a predicate different m character from ordinary predicates, and 
as havmg a different meaning as appbed to God from the meaning it has as 
apphed to created substances A discussion of this would involve an article 
in Itself, but one illustration will serve to show the trend of Leibniz’s 
thought, and at the same time bring out a feature which occurs several tunes 
m Mr Russell’s treatment of Leibniz 

In his new preface (p vi) Mr Russell quotes a sentence from a paper of 
1686 prmted by Couturat in his Opuscules el Fragments Inidits de Leibme, 
which he translates as follows "I say therefore that the existent is the bemg 
which is compatible with most thmgs, or tbe most possible being, so that all 
coexistent things are equaUy possible " Mr Russell then proceeds to show the 
strange consequences which follow from this if it is taken as a definition of 
existence in the strict sense' no act of creation would be needed, no divme 
decree, and so on, and he concludes ’'Here, as elsewhere, Leibniz fell mto 
Spinozism whenev'er he allowed fiimseff to be fogicaf, m fus published works, 
accordmglv , he took care to be illogical ” 

Now the reader who turns up the passage m Couturat (p 376) will find a 
cunous fact The sentence quoted is immediately succeeded by, "Or, what 
comes to the same thmg, the existent is what pleases an mtelligent and 
powerful being" , and then Leibniz goes on to note that this presupposes such 
a bemg to exist, so that the attempted definition will not do as it stands, and 
he goes on to modifv it ■ 

Mr Russell’s treatment is a good example of what I may call tbe mahcious 
school of historical mterpretation, which consists m the neglect of contexts 

‘ For a discussion of some other paS3ges,seeConti!rat,“SurU Me t»ph7«iquede Leibnu," 
Rerve ie Meljpfiysiqueet de ilorait, Jan. 1302, p 13. 
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and backgrounds In its context. Leibniz’s suggested definition is an attempt 
to meet the difficulty already mentioiied about the relation bettv een possibility 
and existence § 71 of this paper (p. 375) came to the conclusion that when 
we say A exists we mean that existence is contained in the notion of A. But 
then (§ 73) the question arises, what existence can mean beyond possibihty, 
ie beyond essence And Mr Russell’squotationis the first provnsional answer. 
By taking it out of its context, Mr. Russell gives it an mterpretation it 
cannot bear m its context For m its context it is restncted to created or 
dependent existence, by taking it out of its context Mr Russell gives it the 
air of a definition of existence without any restriction. 

Mr Russell has made no aUeiations in his 1900 text, so that on page 124, 
note I, the error is still repeated that the term monad was used by Leibniz 
for the first time in 1696, and on page 1&8. note i, the conclusion drawn by 
Stem from this erroneous date, viz that Leibniz probably denved the term 
from van Hehnont, is atill accepted Leibnu used the term monad in 
a letter to de I'Hospital dated ia/22 July 1695 {GM II 294). The only modem 
wTiter of a book on Leibmz who is aware of this, so fat as I know, is Iwanicki, 
m his LetbHti et Us ddmonslralioyis malhimatiques de I'exisUnee de Dieu (1933) 
(I pomted it out mj’self m the Proc Anst Soc 1922-23 ) 

The shadow of Spinoza hes over Mr Russell’s Leibnu. This is partly due 
to Mr Russell s belief that if Leibnu iranted a God be had no logical right 
to any but Spinoza's, hut there is also a general suggestion that Leibniz 
borrowed a great deal from Spmoza without acknowledgmg the debt. Mr 
Russell 15 here, I think, too much influenced by Stem’s Leihniz UKd Spuioici, 
a book which is m my opinion a ^efy bad one, though very cleverly written. 
The only safe way of dealing with Stem is to look up the contexts of all his 
references, and to refuse to draw positive conclusions from negative evidence. 
Mr Edwyn Sevan, m his Stotcs and ScefiUcs (1913), mentions Stem’s Du 
Ps^eholo^te dir Stoa as “the worst book upon Stoicism which I know," and 
warns those beginning the study of the subject against it (preface, p 6) I 
have the same feeling about his Letbntz und Spnnoia. It is still needed, how- 
ever, for some of the letters by and to Leibnu printed m the appendix The 
Berlin edition of Leibnu is, e g , misleadmg m regard to the correspondence 
of Schuller with Leibniz concerning the distribution of the copies of Spmota’s 
Opera, not pnnting the letter of February fi, 1678, in which Schuller definitely 
says he has dispatched a copy to Leibmz It was on the basis of the Berlin 
edition of Leibniz's philosophical correspondence (forgetful of the letters 
printed m Stein) that I allowed myself to play with the idea that Leibniz 
might have received his copy m November 1677, m an essay which I con- 
tributed to the recent volume of Seventeenth Century Studies, presented to 
Sir Herbert fJnerson The pomt was not of any importance for my purpose, 
but It illustrates the unfortunate positicm of the student of Leibniz in regard 
to his sources He must not permit himself to depend on any single collection 
of Leibmz s works From a somewhat similar point of view the collection of 
passages printed m Mr Russell’s appendix should not be regarded as anythmg 
more than a set of signposts to the fuller passages from which they have been 
excerpted For Leibniz, of all people, contexts and backgrounds are important 
In his new preface Mr Russell cites Coutuiat’s La Logtque de Leibniz and 
his collection of the Fragmenis ItUdUs of Leibniz as fully confirming his O'vn 
views Couturat’s view of the metaphysics of Leibnu is to be found in tbe 
article in the Revue de hl^taphystque et de Morale for January 1902, to which 
I have already referred Like everything Couturat wrote, it is of very great 
value, but an examination of it would be out of place in this review. 

L. J. Russell. 
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Philosophy and the Physicists By L S. Stebbino (London; Jlethuen & Co. 

1937 S’?- + 295 Pnce 7s 6d ) 

Professor Stebbmg's book is mtended to assess the philosophical value, if 
any, of the numerous works m which certain eminent scientists have ex- 
pounded to the general pubhc what they consider to be the imphcations of 
recent developments in mathematical physics The writers whom she mamly 
discusses are Sir James Jeans and Sir Arthur Eddmgton. She complains, with 
some justice, that they both “approach their task through an emotional 
fog.’’ and both “present their views with an amount of personification and 
metaphor that reduces them to the level of revivalist preachers ’’ This is a 
severe judgment, but it appears to me to be amply borne out by my own 
expenence m readmg their works, and by the quotations which SIiss Stebbmg 
gives I find mvself m complete agreement with her remark on p 18, that 
“the fundamental objection to the modes of expression so dear to Eddmgton 
and Jeans is that such wnting obfuscates the common reader whilst 
pretendmg to enlighten him ’’ 

The two writers under discussion are. as Miss Stebbmg recognizes, of very 
diSerent cabbre when considered as contnbutors to philosophy There is no 
evidence that Jeans has any senous cootnbution to make, and Miss Stebbmg 
disposes of his puenhties ui a couple of chapters This massacre is too much 
like knocking down a sittmg bird to be of much mterest, and Miss Stebbmg 
devotes the rest of her book to the more sportsmanlike exercise of peppermg 
Eddmgton as he flits from one metaphor to another No one who has read 
Eddmgton's works can doubt that he has a genuine interest in philosophical 
questions, and one suspects that be may have something of importance to 
say about them But any philosophically tramed reader is troubled by two 
defects The first is stated by Miss Stebbmg on p 55 "He has nowhere ex- 
pounded his philosophical ideas m non-popular language “ It is therefore very 
difficult to know whether his ideas are as confused as his language often is 
The second defect, which Miss Stebbmg does not explicitly mention, is this 
Most of the problems which Eddington discusses lead at the first or the second 
move mto temtory with which professional philosophers have long been 
familiar This is full of Imguistic and other pitfalls, many of which have 
been discovered, mapped out, and fenced round by philosophers m the course 
of ages Anyone who eaters these regions xnthout having studied the most 
recent maps, and without knowing and using the technical apparatus which 
philosophers have devised in order to reduce the risks of exploration, is almost 
certain to fall mto faUacieS himself, or to lead his followers into them Now 
there is no evndence in Eddington's wiituigs that he has made the least attempt 
to prepare himself for philosophical investigatioQ by studying the work of 
experts in the subject (His naive use of the mouldy old metaphor of the 
■‘telephone-exchange,’' e g , is a case m pomt ) Of course no one can blame a 
man for not studying a foreign subject when he has been engaged m makmg 
the most profound and ongmal contnbutioiis to his Own science, which has 
been changing and advancing with unprecedented rapidity And no one wants 
Eddmgton to stick entirely to bis last and renounce bis interest m pbiisosphy 
Still, the fact remams that his lack of techmeal philosophical training, how- 
ever excusable it may be. is a most senous handicap to him m jus excursions 
mto philosophy 

The result of all this is that Eddmgton does lay himself open to very 
senous criticisms from a competent and clear-headed tlimker with a thorough 
knowledge of contemporary analytical philosophy, such as Miss Stebbmg 
And It is verv difficult to believe that all the lerbal confusions which she 
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undoubtedly detects and points out are merely verbal. In order that the 
reader may judge of this for himself. I will noiv go rapidly through 
Miss Stebiung’s book, mentiorung briefly the more important of her 
cnbcisms 

The book is dinded into four parts. In Part I Sir James Jeans is disposed 
of, and we need not linger to dance over his Corpse. Part II is entitled The 
Phystcist a»d the World. It describes, in four chapters, Eddington’s views of 
the relation of physics to the external world, and to human sense^expenence 
In the first of these. Furniture of Earth, Miss Stebbing deals severely with 
Eddington’s talk about his “two tables/' the familiar and the scientific one, 
with the statement that the table 15 not ‘'really" solid, and so on She suggests 
that It IS as meaningless to talk of a ’'scientific table" as to talk of a “famthar 
electron or quantum ’’ And she contends that, unless tables and floors were 
“really solid,’’ we should not understand what was being said when w'e were 
told that certain other things or collections, e g a swann of flies or the duck- 
weed on a pond, are not really solid 

The second of these chapters, entitled The Symbolic World of Physics, 
contains an attempt to elucidate Eddington's statement that the aim of 
science is to "construct a world which shall be s^unbobc of the world of 
commonplace experience " Miss Stebbing begins by explaining Eddington's 
contention that there are three foods of law— identical, statistical, and con- 
trolling She then makes some criticisms on points of detail in Eddington’s 
attempt to construct, from the mimmum of data, a mathematical scheme lo 
which the metrical, gravitational, and electro-magnetic fields are all included 
She ends, however, by admitting that “gtien the provision of adequate builiiH 
maiertal, such an inclusive construction could be made.” But she attacks 
Eddington's conclusion that such laws as the conservation of mass, energy, 
momentum, the law of gravitation, and Maxwell’s equations, ate mere tnusois 
and not controUiag laws I think that her doctrine can be stated as follows 
Beside the three kinds of law distinguished by Eddington, there are certain 
observable regulanties m human sense-expenence She proposes to call these 
"natural laws," as contrasted with Eddington’s ‘Taws of Nature ” Eddingtoa 
pays hp-semce to the importance of these, but Miss Stebbing thinks that he 
fails to take them seriously Actually the concepts of mathematical physics 
were constructed and the laws of Nature were formulated m view of these 
natural laws And. even if it had been possible m theory to start from the 
other end and construct an abstract ^stem of mathematical physics in which 
the concepts and the laws are so mterconnected that the laws are truisms, 
there is no guarantee whatever that anything would have been found m our 
sensible expenence to answer to the concepts and to obey the laws. 

An important point which Miss Stebbmg makes in this chapter is that there 
seems to be some kind of mystification in Eddington’s writings due to the 
metaphoncal word ‘‘budding." There seems to be a suggestion that, because 
physical saeutists "build’’ the sjistem of concepts which is theoretical physics, 
therefore in some sense everyone of us "builds" the external world to which 
these concepts apply 

In the next chapter, The Descent to the Inscrutable, Miss Stebbmg hies to 
discover the senses in which Eddington uses the phrases "the familiar world, 
"the external world,” "the scientific world," "the physical world.” "Nature, 
"the world of physics.” and "the spmtnal vrorld,” and bow he supposes that 
these worlds are related to each other, "What she finally condenses from clouds 
of metaphor may be rougUy summanzed as follows The external is 
known only as that which b capable of "sending messages” along nerve-fit"'^ 
to people. These fibres are themsrives part of the external world, and one eo 
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of each fibre leads mto the bram of some person, which is, presumably, also 
a part of the external world Each person’s mind is inside his head, and the 
mner end of each fibre is "in consaonsness ” Each mind thus “receives the 
messages” which are conveyed &om the extemai world through nerve-fibres 
to Its bram It then and there, without beu^ conscious of domg so, "trans- 
forms’' and "dresses up” the messages m spatial, substantial, coloured, 
scented forms And finally it becomes conscious of these products of its own 
unwittmg action. The familiar world is the world of chairs, tables, trees, and 
the common things of daily life Bnt, m consequence of the theory about the 
extemai world, the messages, the transfonnmg, and dressmg-up, etc , Eddmg- 
ton concludes that the famihar world is a delusion, spun by the mmd of each 
of us for himself under the mistaken impression that he is just translatmg 
messages from the extemai world The two phrases, "the scientific world” 
and “the world of physics,’ are almost certamly synonymous But it is ex- 
tremely difficult to know what is m ean t by "the physical world,” and how it 
is related to “Nature” and to "the world of physics “ Miss Stebbmg quotes a 
number of passages which show the difficulty in discovenng what Eddington 
means by these terms The most plausible view of his meaning seems to be 
that the physical world is a complex of metncal symbols, that these symbols 
"shadow" the famihar world, but that expenence as a whole contains more 
than can be shadowed b> metncal symbols 

Naturally Miss Stebbmg has bttle difficulty in makmg hay of all this talk 
of "messages," "mind spmnmg,” "editors,” "shadowing,” and so on Edding 
ton seems never to have asked himself the question “If the relation between 
the extemai world and the familiar world and myself were as I have stated, 
how could I possibly know or have any rational ground for believing it to be 
so’” He seems never to have considered senously what is involved in the 
metaphor of "messages,” "symbohring.” and “decoding ” I thmk that it is 
m this part of his philosophy, more than m any other, that his lack of 
familianty with the work of competent professional philosophers has let 
him down 

These cnticisms are earned further m the next chapter, called Consequences 
of Scrutinizing the Inscrutable, which Nbss Stebbmg prefaces with a cryptogram 
concealing a quotation from Eddmgton's wntuigs She begins by pointing 
out, quite correctly, that “Eddmgton has not attempted, and has never felt 
the need to attempt, to deduce religion from modem physics, or to base 
religion on scientific discovery ” His contentiou is that physics itself, as a 
science, requires a certain supplementation which the physicist as such cannot 
provide Physics is concerned only with “pomter readings” and their mter 
connections These correspond m certam ways to sensible objects in the 
familiar world, but the latter are merely products of "imnd spmnmg ” It 
seems obvious to Eddmgton that the pointer-readmgs and their mterconnec 
tions must as he puts it, be “attached to some unknown background" in the 
external world E g colours, which be regards as mental products, symbolize 
electro-magnetic waves in the world of physics, and electro-magnetic waves 
in turn symbolize somethmg m the external world whose intrinsic nature is 
unknoivn 

^Lss Stebbmg naturally asks “How, on Eddmgton’s own pnnaples, can 
he know or even suspect that physical entities symbohze anythmg what- 
ever’ ' She carefully analyses Eddington's examples of the antiquarians who 
discover a book of completed chess-games, after all knowledge of chess has 
been lost of decodmg cryptograms, and of assigumg certain call-signals to 
certam wireless-stations She points oat that in every such case it is essential 
for the deciphenng mdividual to ha\e certam detailed knowledge to which 
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there could be no analogy in tbe case of an individual who treats a physical 
entity as a symbol of an unknown something. 

Lastly, even if one did somehow acquire the idea of an "unknov.Ti back- 
ground," and did somehow come to beUeve tiiat physical entities sjonbolize 
Items m it, how could one hope to learn anything further about the items 
which they s>'mboli2e’ Eddington's answer seems to be as follows Thereis 
one sensible object, viz. one's own brain, such that the pomter-readmgs which 
correspond to it m the world of physics symbolize something that is known 
to oneself directly as a thmking and wiUmg subject. The suggestion is that this 
can be generalized and extended to the objects sj-mbolized by other sets of 
pointer-readings Miss Stebbmg's criticism is as follows Ko one is aivare of 
fits oifjs brain either as a sensible object or as a set of pointer-readings, though 
a person may be aware of aiiotAer'a brain as a set of pomter-readmgs Each 
person is duectly aware oiily of hitnsetf, and never of another, as a thmkmg 
and wiUmg subject Hence no one is in a position to make the identification 
which Edington postulates 

Part IH IS concerned with Causalitj' and Human Freedom In the mt 
chapter Miss Stebbing explams bow the problem presented itself to Huxley 
and to Mill (There is a delightful misprmt in the Bibliography on p zSS. 
where a sjmthetic "eminent Victonan" is exhibited under the ® 
'■Thomas Htll Huxley" Miss Stebbing confesses that she cannot abi^ 
Huxley, and I should like to believe that this is what has caused her to 
conflate him wath Green ) . 

In the second chapter Miss Stebbing explams what is meant by a ‘ detenmo- 
istic scheme of law," with reference to the Laplacean ideal calculator, she 
explams that it has room for statistical laws, but that it regards 
derivative from deterministic laws She then gives an account, first 
model of the atom, and then of Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Pnnci^e; an 
shows bow they are incompatible with a completely deternumstic s^me o 
law In quantum phenomena the Laplacean calculator could not begin 
calculations, because he could not know the initial conditions precisely, an 
this lack of knowledge would not be due to any defect m tus mind or 
inatruments, it would be inherent in the very nature of phj'sical measutem n 
We have now to accept statistical laws which are not derivable from determm^ 
istic laws. She ends the chapter by saying that "the discovery of the unc 
tamty relations does involve a considerable change in our attitude to 
ism," and by expressmg a doubt whether it has precisely those philosop 

consequences which Jeans and Eddington believe It to have. 

In the next chapter Miss Stebbing considers the consequences and 
justify her doubt She reduces the inquiry to the following three ques o • 
(i) Is there any sense m which it is true to say that science has 
determimsm’ (2) What is the connection between deternunism, predic . 
and rationality’ (3) Why should there be such glee, in some quarters, a 
such gloom, in others, at the rejection of determmism’ - nel! 

The discussion of the first question is lengthy, and not. I 
arranged In the course of it Miss Stebbing saj-s that she herself feels dime 
in the notion that statistical laws axe fundamental, that she is not 
these difficulties may not be due to prejudice; that she is open to convic ^ 
and that this notion wall not become dear until it has been associated wi 
satisfactory theorj’ of probability m general and of a priori proba ^ 
particular. This seems to me to be a good point. Next she observes 
did not need to w ait for the Uncertainty Prmciple m order to know 
prediction by means of physical laws is uncertain Even if we ^ 

kept to the detennimstic scheme, our belief m any alleged law wou 
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been at best highly probable opinion and never certain knowledge She thinks 
that Eddington has made statements which are likely to mislead his readers 
on this matter. Then she enumerates and discusses four different alternatives 
m connexion with the interpretation of Heisenbe^’s Uncertamty Prmciple. 
She thinks that Eddmgton accepts the third of these, and Heisenberg the 
second, which, in her opmion, excludes the third The fourth is her own 
suggestion, and I must confess that I do not understand it In two successive 
paragraphs on p 202, referring to this fourth alternative, she says (a) that it 
would be generally admitted that space and time, “m any ordinary sense,” 
have no significance in the micropkysical domain, and (i) that "we encounter 
only bodies that are very large compared with an electron ” It is not easy to 
reconcile the clauses which I have itahmzed m these two statements Lastly, 
Miss Stebbmg makes a severe, and in my opmion wholly justified, criticism 
on the extremely confused and conlusmg use which Eddmgton makes of the 
word "mference,” with special reference to his statement that “the world of 
physics is populated wuth inferences," and to his muddled remarks about “the 
shadow of the moon on ComwaD m 1999” being “already in the world of 
inference ” All these discussions are interesting and important, but I am not 
left at the end of them with any very clear idea of Miss Stebbmg’s answer to 
her ongmal question, viz “Was science ever based on determinism’ ’ 

After this long discussion of her first question, 3 iliss Stebbmg considers 
that she is justified in answenng her second question in a few lines I gather 
that she agrees with Eddmgton that intelligibility is not bound up with a 
scheme of deterministic laws, and that it is quite compatible w.ith the Uncer* 
tainty Fnnciple and ivith the ultimate laws of physics bemg statistical 

Her third question may be taken along with the next chapter, entitled 
Human Freedom and Responsibility, lor “the glee of some” at the recent 
setback to physical detenmmsm is due to the fact that they think that physics 
noiv leaves room for freedom and responsibility, whilst formerly it did not 

The pomt with which Eddmgton is specuUy concerned here is the foUow- 
mg Certam bodily movements, such as mtelbgent speakmg and wntmg, 
express the conclusions of processes of reasonmg Others are actions or absten- 
tions which accord with a resolution which has been made after a considerable 
mental struggle Now Eddmgton is concerned with the possibility that such 
bodily movements are not completely determined by physical causes He 
assumes that, if they were so determined, they could not be flfio determined 
in any degree by the mental processes, such as reasoning and resolvmg, which 
led up to the experience which these movements express If, on the other 
hand, they are not completely determmed by phjrsical causes, these mental 
processes may have been essential factors m their causal ancestry This is, 
of course, the view of common sense, and it seems to be part of w hat w e mean 
when we hold ourselves responsible for our speakmg, wntmg, and keeping or 
breakmg of resolutions 

Now Eddington admits that the Pnnaple of Indetennmacy does not leave 
nearly a wnde enough loophole to make any practical diflerence here He has 
to postulate a measure of macroscopic mdetermmacy in the case of human 
brams and nervous sj’Stems, which the principle will not guarantee Miss 
Stebbmg msists on this fact, and considers that Eddington is altogether on 
the wrong Ime She holds, so far as I can understand, that the onlj hopeful 
hue of attack is to show, not that physics can be reconciled with the fact of 
responsibility, but that no reconciliation is needed because there is really no 
conflict She is mclmed to think that Eddington tacitly accepts the uncritical 
duahsm of the plam man. that this leads to pseudo-problems, and that what 
IS needed is a radical discussion of the notion of a psycho-phj-siological person 
P 225 


PHILOSOPHY 

and of the distinction which a person draws between himself and his environ- 
ment 

In the earher part of Chapter X Miss Stebbing discusses the notion of 
responsibihty on her own account, and mentions and cnticizes recent attempts 
by Mr Wisdom, Prof L J Russell, and the present reviewer to analyse 
it and to trace its implications Mr Wisdom’s treatment is described as 
“cunously old-fashioned", and a criticism on it by Miss Helen Smith, which 
may be annihilating in its full context but is certainly not very convincmg 
as quoted by Miss Stebbing. receives extremely high marks I think we may 
summarize this part of the book by saying that Miss Stebbing here confines 
herself to ‘'warming the teapot," but that she does this with such vutuositj' 
that we are encouraged to hope for another book m which she will make 
dehcious tea 

Lastly, she is mclined to think that the Uncertainty Principle and the 
correlated changes m physics have one and only one legitimate bearing on the 
question of freedom and responsibility They reinforce, in a particularly 
obvious w’ay. a fact which is well known to all competent philosophers, but 
IS constantly ignored in popular discussions on free-will and determinism, 
VIZ the fact that "compulsion" is no part of the meaning of causal determina- 
tion And they give the quietus to the notion of the physical world as a kmd 
of machine, an image which has often been earned over to human beings, 
and has played an important and detnmental part mtbe free-will contieversyj 
"Nothini could be a more inadequate unage for a human being," says Miss 
Stebbing, "than a pot or a machme, unless it be a hazy collection of qnahties 
accidentally collocated and labelled with a name " 

The fourth Part, which concludes the book, is entitled Tht Changid OutlooM, 
and consists of two chapters The first of these is concerned with the Second 
Law of Thermodynamics, and with Eddington's suggestion of an "entropy- 
clock" in the human brain, which gives us our notion of the direction of 
temporal process Mias Stebbing considers that this suggestion is a silly 
solution of a meaningless problem She asks the pertment quesuoni "If 
increase of entropy is the entenon of the distmction of earher from later, hoiv 
was jt discovered that entropy increases as time goes on’" 

The last chapter deals in a deservedly destructive way with the attempts 
of some foolish people to extract a tonic for their religious or ethical ideals 
from the latest speculations and discoveries of physics. 

In conclusion, 1 would express the opinion that we owe a debt of gratitude 
to Miss Stebbing for absenting herself for a while from the fehcity of her own 
proper studies m order to do a much-needed work of intellectual scavenging 
The labour itself cannot have been particularly pleasant for her, and she 
must often have felt that she might be better occupied than in cleatmg up 
the messes made by amateur philcwophers But at the end of it she must 
have en)oyed sometbmg of the exhilaration of a good housewife who has at last 
completed her spnng-cleaning, and, were it not for theiU-omened associations 
of the phrase, we might congratulate her and her readers on the house bemg 
now "swept and garnished " C D. Broad 


Tttne and its Importance in Modem Thought By M F. Cleugh {London: 
Methuen & Co 1937 Fp x + 308 Price 12s 6d ) 

This work was wntten as a thesis for the degree of Pb D in the Universi^ 
of London Happy is the nmversity that can extract such leamiug irom its 
candidates for research degrees} 
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The scope o! the thesis is a general survey of contexts in which "time” 
crops up, such as psycholog}’, physics, logic, predicbon, irreversibility, and 
it includes a cnbcal discussion of the views of Kant, Bergson, Alexander, 
SIcTaggart, Broad, Dunne and others, strange bedfellows as some of these 
make Whilst there is some sitting on the fence, and some prolixity of 
illustrative examples, the whole of the work is of mterest Perhaps the 
essenbal telling conclusions and views are somewhat buned m the mass, but 
they are always refreshing 

It is a pity that wnters on bme are not forbidden the use of the word 
"tune'’ altogether We should perhaps then be surer what is bemg talked 
about — ^whether instant, the temporal seqnence, mterval, durabon, becoming, 
the movmg present, memory, simultaneity, periodicity, and so on, and we 
could thus avoid what Dr Clengh so often calls the hypostatization of time 
Part of the trouble of the reader m studjnng Dr Cleugh is to know when she 
IS suhscnbmg to this erection of time into a thing-m-itself, and when she is 
taking the more posibvist view that there is no entity ‘‘time’’ with which 
we have any acquaintance but simply an ordered happening of events at 
oitnehes If only Dr Qeugh had emphasized, m her own mind and for the 
benefit of the reader’s, this prune fact of experience, how many circumlocu- 
tions and daisy -picking pathways back to her starting-point she would have 
saved herself For example, m the chapter on physics she pays at least 
lip service to the result of relativity that the simultaneity of two distant 
events is a matter of convenbon, m the chapter on logic she states that 
"the theory of relativity does not affect the certainty of the observer that 
two events, to him. took place at the same time, hence the great importance 
of drawing a parbcular distmcbon between experienced simultaneity and 
simultaneity in the sense or senses m which it is used in physics " But 
"eNpenenced simultaneity" refers to events m the observer’s consciousness, 
at the observer, a sunultanetCy which is assessed by an immediate judgment, 
and It 15 used in this sense in physics, for nents at the observer, physics 
shows that it is the simultaneity or Don-stmultaneity of two events not at 
the observer which is conventional Yet on p 213 (ra^er late on in the book) 
she says that "objecnvely it must be true that they (1 e two events) are 
simultaneous or that one did in fact happen before the other, and it is this 
'happening’ which is absolute and fundamental — and which is enbrely 
unaffected by any stellar traveller ” What does she mean by "objecfavely" ^ 
We have only different observers’ different assignments of simultaneity or 
non-simultaneity to the tivo events I suspect that sbe has not really under- 
stood the master-discovery of Einstem, or grasped the importance of the 
circumstance that judgments as to simultaneity can only be made by the 
observer for events at himself 

Again, on p 5 there occurs the sentence "the problem of time is one of 
tha hardest with, which the philosopher hax to deal," but wtat is meaat by 
"the problem of time" we have not yet been told Even to ask this question 
IS to mdulge in that hypostatization of tune which the author so often 
condemns, and rightly If the problem is "What is time>" the author gives 
her answ er on p 278 by saymg that "we are bound to take time as an ultimate 
datum and to take a very simple view of it as bemg the name we give to 
the happenmgs of events " But this is a deffmtioa, not a problem We should 
first define time, then state a problem ansmg out of the definition. The author 
expands her meaning by saying that "A happens, and then B happens, and 
both ’happening’ and 'and then’ are to be taken as ultimate " But this misses 
precision As above, "and then" apphes onfy to happenmgs at the observer, 
as an immediate judgment. A little later she answers her question "What is 
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tune?" ma single phrase as "the alogical dement in the universe," vrhichis a 
metaphj’sical judgment, in contrast to the former psychological one. There 
seems to the reviewer to be no justification for the imputation of alogicahty 
to time , It seems to derive from the view that static or timeless geometrj’ is 
the furthest extension of logic. But geometry is jnst logic workmg m a field 
where the axioms are axioms of order, and it can be properly extended to a 
field in which the element "point" is replaced bj’ the element "ev-ent" and 
events are ordered according to an axiom ass%nmg a temporal sequence at 
the observer The analj"sis of moving sets of points is just as logicd as that 
of stationary sets. The author maintains (p. 282) that logic, m the sense of 
abstract consistency, is seriousiy msufiScient by reason of its exclusion of 
tune But I am unable to understand what is meant by this "tiine” which 
logic IS held to exclude, more especially as I appreciate the many wise things 
the author has to say as to the merely grammatical appearance of time. 

After these criticisms it is a pleasure to recognize the author’s strong 
common sense on the subject of irreversibility. "I am mclmed to thint that 
the question of irreversibility is in a sense almost irrelevant to time, and that 
what we mean by the umdirectionality of tune is not a matter of ‘musts' 
and 'cannots' but just a matter of fact It jnst happens so” (p. 223). Again, 
"we ate enabled to take the very simple and, I think, correct view that the 
happening of events is ultimate and transcends any talk of reversibility. As 
far as tune-order is concerned it seems to me unmeaning to ask if it could 
be 'reversed ' " Apart from the hedging “in a sense," this is admirable; li vre 
m«n by time-order a sequence at the observer, then the events just hstt 
this order — if we take them m any other, it is not the time-order. 

To go back to the “problem of tune," the reviewer concedes at once that 
there IS much more to our temporal cognitions than simple awareness of a 
simultaneity or of a before-and-after relation lor events at the obseri'er; 
there is tbe imm ediate awareness of a distinction between two rates of change 
as viewed, and its integrated form in tbe immediate awareness or impression 
of one interval bemg greater or less thaw another, however the impression 
may be related to the corresponding physical measures, there is the impressiM 
of something more than the element “instant” in the "specious present 
there is the consciousness of somethmg real in the rague notion of a "future’ 
event, there is the greater blniredness (or sometimes acuteness) of more 
distant memones. and so on Any comprehensive metaphysic or psychological 
treatment must fuse these together But it is important to recognize that 
physics by itself can be constructed on tbe basis of one of these judgments 
alone — the before-and-after relation for events at the obsen’er. This axiom 
of order amongst events prONres ultimately to be adequate for setting up 
satisfactory schemes of time-measurement, but of course only after con- 
siderable analysis One example of sneb analysis is contained in the work of 
Robb An analysis of a more general fcmd can be constructed On tbe following 
lines 

The crude, older view was that we measure time (that is, the physicists 
measure time) by using a periodic phenomenon. The trouble then is that we 
have no test by which we can assess a phenomenon as strictly penodic, 
unless we use laws of mechanics stated in terms of the very tome-measure we 
are anxious to fix, so that we have no absolute means of knowing the Iai« 
of mechanics to be tme Clearly no fundamental analysis can be earned out 
along this circular route We nmst attempt to erect a scheme of tn^ 
measurement on the sole basis of our of order. Here the reviewer parts 

company with his author. "All measurement" she sa>-s (p. 39 ). whate«r 
kind, depends on the use of a standard unit." This is to be in far too muco 
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of a hony Primitive systems of measnrement rarely depend on the use of a 
unit, they depend on the use of ordinal nambers For example, pninitively 
vtsibtlity IS measured on a scale of one to ten, ittnds are measured on the 
Beaufort scale, earthquakes used to be measured on the Rosst-Forel scale, 
and there is an ordm^ scale of hardness described m the most used collection 
of laboratory tables. The most familiar example of an ordinal scale is the 
empirical temperature scale — Fahrenheit or Centigrade — ^which arbitrarily 
assigns equal steps of temperature to equal increments m the expansion of a 
column of mercury. True, equahty of mcrement is tested by comparison 
with a standard length (say i m-m ), but the resulting measure of temperature 
IS essentially ordinal, the equal subdivision of the standard length, even 
when this has been sabsfactonly defined, affords no guarantee of equal 
subdivision of the degree of temperature Such thermometer readings are 
ultimately made "absolute” by an appeal to a law of nature — the second law 
of thermodynamics These examples suggest that for time-measurement, 
where the observer is par excellence m a position to arrange events m an order, 
an arbitrary’ ordmal measure of time is the logical startmg pomt An arbitrary 
correlation of events at the observer with members of the well-ordered 
continuum of real numbers may be said to constitute a clock for that observer, 
arbitrarily graduated 

Having got thus far, and defined a clock, we cao propound genuine problems 
as opposed to our author’s "WTiat is time’” The first fundamental problem 
of this kind is now this given one observer A with his clock (arbitrarily 
graduated), can he convey information to a second observer B not comcident 
with A (and so possibly "moving” in any manner relative to A) so that B 
can graduate his clock (or temporal expenence) m such a way that a meaning 
can be attached to saying that the two observers possess clocks identically 
graduated’ And, if so, how’ For these quesbons to have a meaning, it must 
be possible for the two observers to communicate with one another, for m 
the absence of mtercommunication each observer could graduate his clock 
arbitrarily Such communication amounts to the transmission of hght-signals 
Ass umin g no properties of light save that a bgbt-signal dispatched from A 
and reflected back by B returns to A at a clock-ieadmg later than the clock* 
readmg of dispatch, this problem can be solved Its solution depends on a 
study of s>’mmetry relations, but the space of a review does not permit the 
solution to be reproduced here 

The second problem then is if A. having arbitrarily graduated his clock, 
conveys mformation to B, C, D so that each graduates his clock in the 
same way as A has done, what are the restnctions on the "motions” of B, 
C, D relative to A (i e what conditions are satisfied by A’s observations 
of B. C, D ) for B’s clock now to be identical v«th C's, and so for each 
possible pair’ This problem can also be solved WTien all these conditions 
are satisfied, the class of observers A, B, C . possess a common measure 
of time Out of this class of observers various kinematic entities can be 
constructed, analogous to "figures” in geometry The third problem is to 
detenmne the theorems which state properties of these (moving) figures — m 
other words, the dynamical laws which wiU be foUoued m the presence of 
such kmematic constructs This is another techmcal problem, but it can also 
be solved by usmg sufficient logical pressure, and it can be shown how to 
construct kinematic entities which actually obey the laws of dynamics inferred 
to hold good in their presence The fourth problem is can we find a regradua- 
iton of A’s ongiaally arbitrarily graduated clock such that the restatement 
of the inferred laws of dynamics in teims of the newly graduated time-scale 
coinades vnth the statement of the laws of dy nami cs known to empirical 
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pbyacs? This problem, again, can be solved. \Vc can then make an appeal 
to experience and identify the mode of time-measnrement constmcted by 
pnrely logical processes, as regradoated. with the tune-measure t of ordinary 
phj-sics We are then able to aOourU for the origin, of this measure t of 
phj’Sical tame if the universe as a whole exhibits the character of that Idneinatic 
entity vn the presence of which the "laws of natore” in question were inferred 
to hold good Modem astronomical research — we make our last appeal to 
experience — sbon-s that the system of the nuclei of the e x tra-galactic nebulae 
may be ideatihed with snch a kmematic entity. The nniverse is thus funda- 
mentally its own clock , and the distnbution in it of matterdn-motion provides 
It with both a system ol tazne-measuiement and a set of dynamical (and 
giantational) laws, and we thus realize Mach’s ideal of ascribing graiutatjon 
and the laws of mechanics to the actual content of the universe. I should 
add that we cannot of course assess the motions of the contents of the unii'crse 
by to-and-fro bght-signals Instead we observe led-shifts in spectra, and the 
investigation has to be completed by mfetnng certam of the laws of optics. 
The wheel of in\ estigatton comes full cycle; we end with the optical laws 
which will hold good amongst our observers' observations of the atomic 
absorption and emission processes at one another, and so verify that the 
constructed kinematic entity is realized in nature 
It IS of course impossible to convey m this article any of the details of the 
foregomi int'estigation ‘ Kor u it posable to explain the distinction betwem 
the T-scale of mechanical laws and a closely allied regraduated f-scale is 
terms of which optical phenomena find their simplest descnptioa In the 
t-mode of descnpuon, the umverse appears as expanding and spectra! red- 
shifts are understood as Doppler eflects. m the r-mode. the universe appears 
as non-expanding, and red-shifts are due to a secular acceleration of atomic 
frequency at the observer as compared with the atoodc frequency which 
was emitted long ago by the distant atom The time-measure t of an event 
proves to be an mvanaat, the same for all fundamental observers, wherever 
situated, and so leads to an absolute Newtonian assessment of sunultaseity 
by these observers, on the e-scale 

This final result may comfort those. Dr Cleugh amongst them, who have 
a hankering after "objective simultaneity." I can only hope that they are a 
a more enviable position than that of the mathematical physicist chronicled 
in the rhyme 

"A mathematician of piety 
Was relativist to satiety’, 

But be mixed in his mind 
Each diSerent kind 
Of meaiung of sunultaji«ty\’’ 

E. A 


The Realm of Truth Booh Thtrd of ’Realms of Being " By George Sastvyas i. 
(London- Constable & Co , Ltd. 1937. Pp. xiv -f- 142 Price ros.) 

I must warn the readers of these few Lues (if there should be any readers) 
honestly at the outset that what I am hoe setting down is not a reriVK- but 
a "grouse " My excuse for this proceeding is that, after more than one readu^ 
1 do not feel competent to review Professor Santayana's book, because, thanks 
* In the wntet has heaiinatenaDy helped by Mr.G J.\Vh>tro». 
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perhaps to my oum imbeciLty, I do not tmderstand it at all. but I do feel 
equal to a '‘grouse" which I think is 3astified What I first want to complam 
of IS exactly what I know will recommend these pages to some readers, the 
amount of "fine writing’' they contain. I mean wntmg which, in its way, 
not merely seems fine, but is fine There is a damty preciosity about the 
author’s diction, and a perpetual recurrence of picturesque metaphor, which 
remind one at some times of the style of Agathon’s encomium of Eros m the 
Sytnposiwn, and at other? of the nobly bom English \mter who expressly 
calls his most ambitious essay a Rhapsody 
Jlr Santaj-ana's style is, indeed, ^tter than that of either Shaftesbury or 
Agathon, it recalls Walter Pater and not Gorgias But the trouble, to my 
min d, IS that I do not beheve philosophy can be written successfully m the 
manner of Pater, however excellent that manner may be for some other 
purposes Urania, if it is she who presides over philosphers. is, in Plato’s 
phrase, one of the "severer Muses " It is not lor her to charm us by the 
mgenuitj’ of an egg-dance among bewildering metaphors As I was wresthng 
with Jlr Santayana's pages, I turned sometimes for refreshment after one of 
his chapters to St Thomas Aquinas, and words will not descnbe the relief 
I got by doing so The "ox ' of the Domimcan order cannot tnp it hie 
Mr Santayana, his tread is neither "bghf ’ nor “fantastic,” and the compiler 
of moTceaxtx ehoisis could never be likely to include any extracts from him 
m an anthology of the beauties of European prose And yet I think that a 
^(Aooo^o;, at any rate, will feel that there is a beautv about a piece of 
exposition by him which is regularly misused by writers on philosophy who 
are preoccupied with the anxiety to produce ItiUralure I mean the austere 
beauty which comes from the single mmded desire to say what you beheve 
to be true and why you beheve it to be true as straightforwardly as a man 
may, mthout one thought of verbal graces and adornments A writer with 
Mr Santayana's native gift of expression could clearly do the same thing if 
be would, and do it beautifully Why does he impau the eflect of his own work 
by his mcessant quest after picturesque metaphor^ Why must I, as I try to 
read him, find myself over and again, hie Hamlet, prajung that he would 
"leave" his no doubt graceful "faces and begin"’ What have I really learned 
about truth, for example, when I have read (p ix) that it is "a furrow which 
matter must plough upon the face of essence" ’ Or what is really contributed 
to the understandmg of the moral judgement when we are told (p 73) 
that "the cry How beautiful ' or How good ' may be smcere, and it may 
be applauded, but it is never true’ If sincere, such a cry is also never 
false.” 

I suppose that my distaste for the picturesque metaphors in which the 
author indulges himself so freely is, at bottom. largely due to a conviction 
that the metaphors are something more than metaphors, they are pieces of 
a jaj'th, and a ni}’th nlwch izopresses oae as falss AH through tho chapters 
which deal with the difierent varieties of truths (commonly so-called) Professor 
Santayana, hie the Sociahst park-Orator m Punch, is not so much ''arguing" 
as "tellmg us " It is assumed that we know already from his earlier volumes 
that there is a "boundless realm ’ of essences, and that only some of these 
essences are ''exemplified" in 'existence," those of them, namely, which 
have been seized upon, apparently very much at haphazard, by "matter ” 
That "matter" should have made just the selection which it has made ba«i 
apparently to be taken as a merely mexphcabte fact which bes outside the 
plot of the story the philosopher has to tell, much as Aristotle says the reasons 
wh> Iphigenia is a pnestess among the Taun, and why her brother comes to 
the spot are outside the plot of a "typical” Iphigtnta (which is concerned 
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only with the brother’s danger of dyii^ by his sister’s hand, the mutual 
recognition, and the escape) Bat what if to a reader like myself this whole 
presupposed story of the boundless realm of essences, and the random 
selection (if you can call it so) of some of them for "exemplification.” appears 
just as fantastic as any of Blake’s monotonous stones about Urizen, or Ore, 
or Albion’ Then we may appreciate, as I hope I do, a great many of the 
writer’s obtter dicta, or admire his fecundity in metaphor, but we shall come 
away disappointed to have learned nothing in principle about the “realm" 
of truth 

This IS just the predicament in which, whether by my own fault or not, I 
find myself For the whole notion of a "boundless realm" of essences about 
which I can apparently know what they are and what their relations with 
each other are, though they are and eternally will be without any "exemphea- 
tion” in existence, seems to me the venest fairy-tale If there is such an 
infinity of essences without “exemplification," foe the life of me I do not 
know whether it was by a voyage of exploration into that realm that Lewis 
Carroll discovered the Jubjuh and the Band«isi»teh, or not How does one dis- 
tinguish a poet's imaginative flight into the aether of eternal "unexemplified” 
essence from the merest ravings of deUnum’ 

It IS, I take it. not ivithout sound reason that so many philosophers, and 
those not the least among that goodly band, have dwelt on the thoughts 
that the esssHfia of a thing is not xd quod est, but ti quo res est, that possibility 
presupposes actuahty and the like Is not an entirely "uDexemplified" essence 
«* VI termim an essence of nothmg at all. and is not that a contradiction m 
set terms’ In words Mr Santayama comes very close to admitting the point. 
"The truth,” he says, is "the whole ideal system of qualities and relations 
which the world kas exemplified or will exemplify [italics mine].” His "un- 
exemplified essences ’ then do not belong to the sphere of truth But he is 
still haunted by the notion that we can and do make valuable excursions 
beyond this sphere mto the "boundless” world of pure essences. If so, on 
the assumption that these pure essences have a being prior to and independent 
of the accident that "matter" embodies them in examples, how, to repeat 
my question, does one distinguish between such fruitful exercise of the poetic 
or mythopoeic imagination and the babblings of the veriest lunacy? Or are 
all such excursions equally fruitful’ If they are not, then, it seems to me, 
there is a primordial something (hlr Santayana’s emment colleague, Dr. 
Whitehead, has named it the primordial "nature of God"), which eternally 
discmnmates real possibilities from the really impossible, and this something 
IS no pure essence, but a res quae est, a primary existent, and the supreme 
busmess of metaphysics is with this "necessarily existing being " 

Naturally these remarks mean that m my own opmion the foundations of 
philosophy have been wrongly laid m the two volumes to which the present 
book IS a sequel, and that by mevitable consequence the discussions of the 
present volume, however happy th^ may be and are m incidental observa- 
tions, present us vnth a picture of the "realm of truth" which is out of focus 
My dissatisfaction involves, of course, no disparagement of the author's high 
abihties, and as 1 cannot, m dealmg with this volume, take issue mtb 
the real source of my disagreement, the doctrmes of its precursors, my 
expression of dissatisfaction has. as I said, to wear the appearance of a 
"grouse ’’ 

A. E. TAYtOR 
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Nature and Mind. Selected essays of Frederick J. E. Woodbridge (New 
York. Columbia University Press. London: Oxford University F^ess, 
Humphrey Milford, 1937. Pp * + 5^9 Price i8s. 6d ) 

This volume contains thirty-seven essays selected from the author’s 
wntmgs (a bibhograpby of which is appended) and presented to him by 
Amherst College on the occasion of his seventieth birthday The "Confessions” 
(reprinted from Contemporary American Philosophy, 1930) is followed by 
mneteen essays under the heading, "Metaphysics and Logic," and these by 
twelve under the headmg, "Consciousness and Cogmtion " A final section 
contains five "Addresses " The order of presentation m each section is 
chronological But no one, it is to be hoped, would make the bad mistake of 
trymg to read them as aa orderly development of a system of doctnne 
Their consistency hes in the consistency of temperament, and their develop- 
ment in that which is appropriate to the sense of philosophical values 

So many foolish things have been said concerning the relation betw-een a 
man s philosophy and his temperament that the more circumspect are content 
to leave the topic alone But if ever a scnous study of the subject should be 
made, this volume will afford an invaluable source of suggestions In one of 
the most dehghtful of the essays, the author writes as follows on the doctnne 
of Creation "There is about it a simple yet subtle beauty, which the imagi 
native are quick to appreciate and wtucb even the dull may feel with a vague 
sense of mystery too high for them Its aesthetic quabty is so high that a 
connoisseur m doctnnes might wish to keep it a precious possession, even 
•when he did not embrace it as his faith " These essa>-s are the wntmgs of 
just such a connoisseur, and of one whose mtellect and temperament so 
harmomously co-operate that be suffers no conflict in his soul when he appre 
ciates a doctnne without accepting it as true Here. then, is a refutation, if 
refutation be needed, of the naive ps>’cbol<^iziDg which would have us 
believe that the effect of temperament upon philosophy hes m the prede- 
termination of irrational beliefs It is. on the contrary, precisely our author's 
temperament which leads him almost passionately to declare what his reason 
coolly apprehends "We cannot suppose, and there is no reason to suppose, 
that by the constitution of the mind we are obliged to think of things differently 
from the manner m which they are ” 

One of the chief functions of temperament in philosophy, perhaps, is to 
predetermine selection and synthesis in a field of apparently disconnected 
truths It is difficult to believe that rational factors alone have been responsible 
for this author’s synthetic, rather than eclectic, allegiance to Locke, Spinoza, 
and Aristotle, which is placed on record m the introductory "Confessions ’’ 
To the influence of Locke he attributes his conviction that "we must go to 
our senses, not our souls, if ever we are to enter the realm of mmd " But if 
Locke mav serve to fortifv a temperamental realism, Locke no less may lead 
us to Spinoza ' The prmciple of realism, earned out, seems to me to lead 
repeatedly to at least the imphcation of structure And that is why I 

have jomed Spmoza to Locke m my affection Few philosophers have had the 
sense of order as supremely as Spmoza had it " In the preoccupation with 
order and structure many of the essays m this volume find their mspiration 
From Anstotle Woodbndge claims to have learned, among other things, to 
appreciate the philosophical importance of language, and to have denv^ his 
connctions that truth is not a matter of things but of proposition" and that 
"knowledge is a matter of saj tng what thin gs are " 

One might be tempted here to trace temperamental affirutives between 
these essaj's and the doctrines of contemporary exponents of hnguistic 
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philosophy . but of course there are differences. In moods of irritation we may 
be inclined to accuse some Unguistic philosophers of a rather puntanical hehef 
that there can be only one cntenon by wUch a way of saying things may 
properly be judged But in these essays hberal concessions are made to the 
principle that the manner in which things are said must be determined not 
only by technical considerations but also by reference to the all-too-human 
needs of communication It is hard to believe that something has been rightly 
said when no one comprehends what is meant We live in a strange world, 
and It may be necessary at times to talk philosophical nonsense in order to 
be understood So often philosophical slogans help us not so much to see what 
their authors mean than to sense the direction m which they have set their 
course 

A not too remotely connected point concerning the way that things are said 
arises m the essay on “Experience and Dialectic ” The question is posed' 
“Why should we comment on great philosophers, and tell the world what they 
have thought, when they have already told the ivorld themselves^'' It would 
be much too simple to suggest that we merely elucidate The truth, m part, 
is that through philosophical commeDtanes doctrine may undergo a sort of 
temperamental differentiation in expression: but Woodbndge develops this 
idea m an epistemological rather t^n in a purely psychological iray His 
answer amusmgly suggests that the ongmal philosophical exposition is a iMd 
of dwg an sich which can only be apprehended through the "phenomena" of 
the commentators' views This is a little perturbing One begms to wonder 
how the history of philosophy would tare if the principles of a thoroughgoag 
phenomenalism were applied to this particular case 

Perhaps the most significant of temperamental symptoms are to be seen 
m an attitude to philosophical "problems ’’ Ourauthonvrites: “I have never 
been interested in the 'problems’ of philosophy . . I cannot remember ever 

having been seriously worried about them The cry’ for a just God m a 
naughty world I have beard But it all seems to me, speakuig quite franily. 
unfortunate and absurd, and sometimes abominahle." 

This surely is a variant of an attitude which pervades all the more radical, 
positivistic, empirical, realistic, and naturahstic schools Such attitudes range 
from simple “healthy nnndedness" to those that are apt to be charactenied 
as downnght flippancy or worse They include that peculiar ambivalent 
tendency which finds expression m those who seem anxious to proclaim that 
philosophy IS tremendously important but that its importance lies in the 
ruthless exposure of the nonsense that all philosophers talk. 

In the divergent attitudes to “problems'' something much more than 
matters of opmion are at stake Those who utter the cry for a just God in a 
naughty world may be pained by the denial that such a God exists, but they 
suffer a more fundamental outrage when they are told that the question of 
His existence is not significant Even an atheist may be shocked by the ir^ 
verence of the suggestion that to deny as to affirm that He exists is hterany 
meaningless 

But no one ivill be shocked by any of these essays. Empiricist, positivist, 
realist — all these labels may apiply, but the author is above all a connoisseur 
of doctniies whose sympathies and whose sensihihties are sufficiently catbo e 
to find in almost any view that has been cherished somethmg worthy ot 
possession even though it cannot be embraced as a faith. 

There are all too few philosophical essays that can be read for the pure 
pleasure of reading them as well as for intellectual profit, and in 
anthology of such some of those here printed would certamly find a place 

C. A. Mace 
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The Concept of Morals By W T. Stage, ProlesK>r of Philosophy m Princeton 
University (London Macmillan Sc Co 1937. Pp. x -f- 307. Price 
8s 6d net ) 

This admirably written book is an attempt to restate utilitarianism m a 
form which will be free from the defects with which it was stiU encumbered 
in John Stuart Mill If the thing can be done Professor Stace is the man to 
do it, and there will be many who, like m5«elf, after reading his book will 
close it with the words “Almost thou persuadest me to be a Utihtanan ” 
Leaving for a moment the "almost” and takmg first the negative side of 
the argument, it is a criticism oi the two extreme views which he calls 
respectively Ethical Relativism and Ethical Absolutism But it is the former 
which draws his mam fire, and is chiefly dealt with in the first two chapters 
^\'h^le it IS true that "morahty hes m the region of the empirical, the variable, 
the doubtful, the human.” yet there is sufficient normahty in the outlines 
of human nature to give us a valid cntenou of right and wTong conduct 
as that which makes for the "satisfaction" of its fundamental needs, alias 
Happmess The author thus begins where MiU leaves off in the recognition 
of different kmds of needs and according different qualities of happmess, and 
m what he calls a “scale oi values, the conception oi higher and lower satis- 
factions ” True. It IS vain to attempt to arrange these in any precise order, 
but this does not prevent ns from saymg that there are some which like 
friendship, family affections, social intercourse, etc , with the expansion of 
personality that they bring, stand very near the top. and that disinterested 
altruistic feeling stands higher still, either at the head or shanng that position 
with “the exalted religious satisfaction of the mystic " As, however, this last 
IS incapable of rational justification, it drops thenceforth out of vle^T until 
It IS recalled by “Jim" in the charming dialogue of the Epilogue, coupled 
with the accusation of the “naturalism” unphed in the whole theory ^Vllat 
emerges as the main doctnoe of the book is first that moral goodness in 
all its forms has no mtnnsic value but ranks as a means to something else, 
namely happmess, and secondly that these forms (courage, temperance, justice, 
wisdom, and the rest) are, one and all. included in the virtue of altruism 
In the working-out of this thesis m the ten remaining chapters of the book 
Professor Stace shows himself worthy of the great empirical English tradition 
which he follows Nothing is here stale or hackneyed, but e\'erythmg is fresh 
minted Without trying to follow it m detail 1 will return to my “almost,” 
and attempt to put as shortly as possible the reason why I feel myself still 
dissatisfied 

My difficulty centres in the vagueness and ambiguity of the two words 
on which the whole theory rests, namely "happmess” and "altruism ” 
(i) Professor Stace has freed the former from one source of confusion in 
rejecting the view that it consists m the accumulation of pleasures But when 
we have got nd of that confusion the question remams how alternatively 
It IS to be defined It is this to which what may be called the higher Eudae- 
monism has sought from the beginning to discover the answer, and so soon 
as the question is put in this form and a senous attempt is made to answer 
it (and none here have been more senous than Plato’s and Aristotle’s), it 
IS found that it consists essentially m a form, organization, or slruclure of 
life which has to be actualized m the world of time, though m the end it 
must always remain more or less an ideal If this is what the author means. 

I am all with him but it will mvolve a change m his view of the virtues 
as means They will thenceforth take their place not as means to happmess. 
but as constituents of it, and utihtananism, as an appropnate name for the 

235 



PHILOSOPHY 


theory, 'will disappear. (2) The attempt to reduce all virtue to altruism suSers 
from a like defect. That all tnoraKty is based oa the power to transcend the 
narrow conception of that wherem selfhood consists, which is the mark of 
the selfish man. is by this time a commonplace of ethics. But to hold this 
IS one thing, to proceed to obliterate the elements of structure in the life 
which IS called good under the blanket-term of altruism is quite another. 
It IS certainly true, as the writer says, that the ultimate rule of morals is 
that we should do our best in the situation that calls for action. But e\eiy- 
thmg depends on the idea with which we approach the situation as to what 
constitutes the good Ufe whether for ouiseUes or others, and the strength 
of devotion to it which Kant calls "the good will" and places above e\-ery- 
thmg It IS because of the insufficient tecogmttcm of the place of this creative 
idea and the substitution for it of the vague conception of altruism that tie 
utilitarianism here presented, with all its adi'ance upon the old one, seems 
to me still to fad as the last word upon the subject. \Miat is wanted as the 
foundabon of a more adequate account of the "concept of morals” is a 
deeper analysis of the concept of value If. as I bebeve, this carries ivith 
it the necessity of hasnng recourse to somethmg bordering on metaphysic, 
this ought not to fnghten us when we remember William James’s definition 
of metaphysics, as "only an unusually obstinate attempt to think clearly 
and consistently ” We hate only to add to this epigram as applied to oui 
present subject that, m order to clearly and consistently about morals, 
as about etervthiiig else, we hate to think of it in relation to the Uniyerse 
which has begotten it and with whose processes it must m some way be 
continuous In this sense of the word our own age is essentially a metaphysical 
one Even writers who, like Bergson, are as much out of sympathy as 
Professor Stace is with any form of ethical absolutism, have found the "dosed 
morahtv” of social life inadequate to cover the facts or to make room for 
what the author h imself acteowledgea under the name of "the religions 
satisfaction of the mj-sbc" as sharing with altruism the highest place in 
the scale of values He is within his rights m passing all this over as to bun 
veiled m a cloud of unknowing But I thmv it a pity’ that he should do so. 
With the width of sympathy and clarity of viaon he here shows himself 
to possess I am sure that his contnbution to what is the chief desideratum 
of our time, a satisfactory metaphysic of ethics, would be of the greatest 
value How far this w-ould involve a revisioti of the scheme of this book is 
another matter I believe that much that is of value in it would itmam. 
It would only require to be set in a wider context 

J. H, Moirhesd. 


Christian Morals. By the Very Reverekd M C D'ArCY. S ] . Master of 
Campion Hall, Oxford (London. Loi^mans, Green & Co, 1937 
Pp XI -1- 196 Price 5s ) 

If morals' ’ means the truth abont our duties, and the w hole truth, there 
can only be one, not yet completed, and all qualified morals, such as Greek 
or medieval morals are but errors or partial truths Father B’Arcj seems to 
think there is one and only one Christian morals, and that it is either identical 
■with the one true morals or the nearest approach to it yet achieved But I 
am not sure whether he thinks that it differs from other morals in its funda- 
mental conception of duty, or merely Christians have different beliefs 
from other people about the situation in which that conception has to be 
applied The first mterpretation is favoured by his repeated condemnation 
of other morals as sentimental (ue. not rational), as humanistic p e. merely 
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rational, not revealed’), as utilitarian (though he grants that Kant and most 
modems are not utihtanan) But elsewhere he seems to base the superiority 
of Chnstiaii morals on a superior "knowledge,” which he also calls "faith," 
of certain "proved facts” such as the reality of God and of human persons, 
the freedom of the will, which he does not ftirther define, and human unmor- 
tahty Some of these would be accepted by many philosophers who do not 
call themsehes Christians, some would not, and some would not be accepted 
bj' aU who do Perhaps one who thought animals immortal might feel bound 
to treat them difierently But I cannot detect any changes m my bebefs 
about my duties to my neighbours uhen at different tunes I have thought 
them probably immortal and probably not, and I think the same might be 
true of all religious beliefs 

But Father D’Arcy holds certam views on social and pohtical conduct 
which, though not all \ery widely held even by Christians, he thinks follow 
demonstrably from these Christian beliefs, though he sometimes seem to 
allow they uould also follow firom an enbghtened consideration of the facts 
accessible to non-Chnstians Among these views are the absolute indissolu- 
bihty of mamage, the anjustifiabilit>' m any circumstances of physical 
buth-control ("we can !ea\ e Nature to look after the question of population”), 
the miqmty of socialism (on the odd ground of the nght of aU men to propertjO , 
the "disastrous consequences in housing, wages, and education”, of "the 
decline of the family", the justifiabiLty of some wars, and m particular of 
the Spanish rebeUion I think Father D'Arcy would attnbute the views of 
those who differ from him on any of these points not merely to errors of fact, 
though these too he alleges (such as that they thought the Spanish Govern- 
ment was constitutional and likelier than any a]teTnati\e to secure justice, 
hberty, and prosperity, or that they thought education, housmg, and wages 
were improvmg), but rather to the "philosophical error” of generahamg our 
most obvious duties as those of justice and beneficence I can see why he 
might call such a generalixatiou humanist . 1 am not sure that he is entitled 
to deny that it is Christian I cannot guess wb> be calls it sentimental 

But It is as hard to write, or to cnticue, popular philosophy, as to go through 
the eye of a needle ^^'hen that philosophy is immediately applied to burning 
practical questions where all of us have, m no mercenary sense, vested 
interests, it is perhaps as hard for us as for camels 

E F Carritt 


Psychology fJoJu the Ages By C Spearmvv PhD, Hon LL D , FRS 
Two >ols (London Macmillan & Co 1937 Pp Vol I, xi -j- 454, 
Vol n, \-i + 355 Pnce 30s the 2 sols ) 

This impressive work in two volumes by Professor Spearman is a most 
scholarly and accurate treatment of a very difficult theme — the estabhshmg 
of an historical background to those doctnnes m psychology which, in past 
tunes, have v\on common-sense approval, and which, m more recent times, 
have satisfied the ngorous tests of science It is divided into five parts 
Part A — ■'^\'hat Psvchology Is About” (four chapters) — traces the pro 
gress made since the time of Aristotle to formulate a science of mind The 
record gi\ en of the nse and faU of doctrme is most mteresting Often 
scientific progress was made by "discovermg” what had already long smce 
been approved b\ common sense The more the narrative proceeds, the more it 
becomes apparent that "the treacberousness of the quest for the simple has 
been evident throughout psychological history " Still the picture is not without 
Its hjgb-hghts For we learn that the fundamentals have been preserved, for 
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"apart from all such passing waves, the general tide of psychology seems to 
have arrived at conceiving the principle of mind, the 'psyche,' as an individual 
ivho feels, knows, and acts. . disconcertingly sn^ar to what it was 
onginally supposed to be by common sense.” Great changes, which conferred 
lasting benefits on the science, have, nevertheless, taken place. "A great 
reduction has been effected by handmg over its most baffling problems to 
philosophy, and by making a less reckless appeal for aid to phj’siology.” 1 b 
addition, the science has increased m maturity and stability by perfectmg 
more precise methods of procedure To those of introspection and analogy, of 
former times, have been added the more modem methods of induction, 
experiment, and mathematics 

In Part B — "What the Psyche Can Do” (seven chapters) — Professor Spear- 
man gives a stimng account of the battles waged on the fields of Mental 
Faculty ” Both sides come forth from the fray with many scars but few 
trophies Ccrtam it is that there has been precious bttte glor>' m victory won 
over straw- men On one side we see the oft repeated attempts to construct 
psychology ‘‘along the ohgarchic pattern of faculties ” Thus intellect, intelli- 
gence. attention, sense. memor>-, and the orectic powers have been set up, 
now and again, as unitary pnnaples to explain human actiMty. The reasoning 
by which the several oligarchic doctrines have been reached is shoivn to be 
fallacious and devoid of foundation in fact Nor have the nval doctrine 
availed much "The faculties disappear, and we arrive seemingly at anarchic 
chaos ’* And all this because men have been seeking for the constituents of 
mind by inadequate means "The knowledge required for science must show 
how the psyche is really constituted, it must be descriptive, and such a quest 
can only be rendered successful by fine enough analj'Sis together with lull 
enough synthesis " 

This more accurate analysis of the psyche into its constituent structures u 
earned on in Part C — "How the Psyche is Constituted” (fourteen chapters) 
Among those listed are "Perceptual Relations and Supplementations In 
sensory perception two things are to be noted ‘‘the one is the matter regardw, 
whereas the other is the way of regarding.” This distinction between the 
objective and subjective side of cognition, Ptofessor Spearman maintain^ is ® 
the utmost importance, for upon it depends a correct solution of such problems 
as Mental Acts and Objects, Vicarious Images, Perceptual Meaning, 
Quantity, and Perceptual Grouping The revival of mterest in orexis and the 
role of vohtion and conation are treated at great length Other constituent o 
the psyche are. "Complexes of Dehaviour" and "The Unconscious Mind, 
both of which much of practical importance has recently been discove 
The problem of 'T and Self,” always of philosophic mterest, is 
setting m the light of recent empirical findings The question of ^ 
Unity” loses much of the importance formeriy attached to it, and 
nothing more in fact than the "subiective manner of presenting an obje 
mind ” This mtroduces us to the "Confusion that is Gestalt Psy-cbology _ " 
after a thorough examination of the claim that the "whole” is prior m 
to Its constituents the conclusion is reached that "the doctrme w-ould 
to have httle foundation.” Because of failure rightly to appreciate the P 
played by subjective "wholes,” the Gestaltists are represented m the 
awkward position in which "havmg derived their results from suhjs<^ 
‘wholes,’ they erroneously apply them to the objective kind ’ It 
reviewer’s opinion that the Gestaltists conclude their analysis at th® qq. 
where the work of Professor Spearman begins, and that much 
fusion resulting from the doctnne of "wholes” would be lessened ^ 
Spearman shown more explicitly how objective “wholes” are precisely 
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resulting from eduction, whereas the subjective are produced by processes 
not cntically eductive 

Part D — “\\’hat Follows What” (seven chapters) — discusses the reign of law 
in the realm of nund History shows "no good reason for the pessimism which 
would deny to the study of the psyche all possibihty of being developed along 
the lines of genumely scientific laws ” Among the laws of mental sequence are 
some that have come down the ages, Avhile many more are of recent ongm 
Due recognition is paid to the generous service rendered in every age by the 
classic law of association Professor Spearman’s scheme of mental laws is 
most imposmg In the first place we find the “Three Laws of Neogenesis” 
governing the quahty of cognitton With characteristic modesty, he seeks to 
nunimize the importance of this noteworthy contribution "the real essence 
of the theory does not consist in discovering any brand new processes of 
knowing The new aim has been, rather, to reduce all possible msightful pro 
cesses to the operation of a small but complete set of them, which may be 
regarded as fundamental laws ” There are, m addition, two general laws, 
“whose scientific status is more a promise than an accomplishment,” and 
Avhich govern orectic quahty— laws of impulse and of wdl The laws having 
sway over the quantity, both of cognition and orexis, are five m number 
Output. Control, Retentivity, Fatigue, and Basal Conditions 

The study of Individual DiSerences is presented in detail m Part E 
— "What Goes With ^\’tat'' (sue chapters) Interest m those qualities whereby 
men differ one from another u found in the psychology of every age Em- 
barrassed, however, by the vagaries of the faculty doctrine, this mterest never 
developed scientific precision It is only m most recent times that the subject 
has taken on a scientific character by reason of the extensive application of 
the method of correlation coe&czeats And here we come upon the most 
fascinating chapter in Psychology Down Ihe Ages — the deterrmnation of 
certain mental unities called "factors," denved by a statistical technique 
Sshich will always be associated with the name and genius of Professor Spear- 
man This technique of “factors." first applied with success in the field of 
cognition, has more recently passed over into that of orexis "The outstand- 
ing discovery recorded has been that, as the former sphere is dominated by 
the factor G, so is the latter one by H’ With these two values known about 
an mdividual, a wonderfully long way has been travelled toward appraismg 
his whole worth " 

For philosophers this work has a distinct appeal Here is a veritable store- 
house of mfonnation on topics nch in philosophic implication Moreover, the 
form and manner of treatment afford an object lesson m applied philosophy 
Professor Spearman not only bolds the view, but gives evidence thereof, that 
the mission of psy chology cannot be earned on without close attachment to 
the categories of speculative thought, and that to eschew all metaphysical 
pnnciples is to invnte disaster Professor Spearman has no uncertamty as to the 
course psychology should follow Psychology Down ihe Ages indicates that 
It must follow the inexorable movement of history, i e it must stay wedded 
to common sense Thus, as with all knowledge, psychology proceeds with 
great precision by definition and division 

F Diehl 


The Problem of Art By Caxox Peter Greex (London Longmans, Green 
& Co 1937 Pp XVI -f- 218 Price 6s) 

If I had been ordamed I sbonld take this book as my text for a sermon 
on what a professional man can do with his leisure, for Canon Green, m spite 
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of the multifanous and exhausting occupations of a pastor, has found time to 
add to his many ^vntings on conduct and religion a theory of art ^\h 05 e quali- 
ties of clarity and freshness will recommend it to the plain man as well as to 
the scholar Yet. had he enjoyed the face tune of a research student, perhaps 
he would have read certain books that might have made turn pause before 
committing himself to some of bis views. I am thinking, of course, of the 
classics On art and the arts. There is. above all, the second part of Dessoir’s 
AeslheUh und allgemeine Kunsttct&senschaft, there is Schmarow on pamting. 
sculpture, and relief, there are G. L Raymond's five volumes on the fine and 
apphed arts, there is William Archer's Play-Maktng, on the art of drama; 
Herbert Read's Indu^lnal Art, on the mmor arts, etc 

Several of his major definitions look dangerously vulnerable. Aesthetics, 
according to the author, is "the philosophy of art,” and its objects are to find 
an answer to the question, "what is art >” and to study the relations between 
art and other human activities. But, we may legitimately ask, what about 
other features of aesthetic experience such as the reaction of the spectator to 
works of art, the creativ e process that brings them into being, and the enjoy- 
ment of the scenery and seasons of nature^ If these facts ate just as relevant 
to aesthetics as a matenal work of art. his definition of the subject is too narrow 
and should be expanded to covet nature aud the subjective side of aesthetic 
experience as w eU as art Though be is apparently unacquainted with their 
writings, Canon Green has fallen mto the same error as many of the “Kunst- 
wjssenschaft" school m Germany, which has endeavoured to adapt Hegel's 
view of aesthetics as a theory of art to the requirements of modem thought 
He nghtly argues that the philosophy of art cannot be confused with the 
philosophy of beauty, because art includes many objects and happenings that 
are pathetic, tragic, comic, or even ugly, inthout being in the least degree 
beautiful But be goes on to define beauty as "the quality in a thing which 
arouses m us aesthetic emotion ” This contradicts the earlier and correct 
view that all art is by no means beautiful, and challenges the beauty of a 
sunset or a carnation because nature, accordmg to the writer, cannot produce 
aesthetic emotion These difficulties would have been avoided if the beautiful 
bad been recognued as a special brand of aesthetic expenence, like the comic, 
the tragic, or the sublime, that cuts across art and nature without mono- 
polizing either 

Most valuable and suggestive by far is the definition of art as “a conscious 
and purposeful human action duected to an end, that end bring the expression 
of emotion for the sake of emotion ” The result was obtained, he claims, by 
piecing together stray bits from Croce. Veron. and Tolstoy. The valuable 
elements of this definition are the stress on purposeful expression of emotion 
and on the transmission or communication of this emotion to an audience 
Its weakness is that it rates form as at most a sort of minor concomitant o 
a work of art, whereas m fact no artist, however powerful his emotions, can 
dispense with a ngorous form, though sometimes — ^in the design of a carpe 
or an embroidery' — he may jettison emotion for the sake of it. 

With one small point I will conclude my review of this interesting bttle 
book I hope the admirable cnticisin of Croce on page 44 wtU enjoy a succis 
de scandal m academic circles , the author should be read if only because he has 
seen through the meaningless rigmarole of the Neapohtan quack. 

LlSIOWEC- 
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Indian and Western Philosophy A Study in Contrasts. By Betty Heimanv, 
Ph D. (London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd. 1937. Pp. 156 Pnce 5s.) 

Here are ui eight chapters the printed product of a course of Forlong Fund 
lectures, given as a special course at the School of Oriental Studies, London, 
in 1936 Distributed under the usual philosophical heads, they conclude with 
a discussion on a convergence between Western and Eastern thought, which 
to the author is apparent, but apparent only Her conclusion is, that “the 
divergent lines of East and West belong to wholly different planes, so that 
even if they sometimes appear to converge, stil! they will never meet " 

Dr. Heimann’s thought is bnlhant and suggestive always I might comment 
on what that thought has now given us, that once we take up the study of 
unlikeness, in bases or in evolution, we must, in order to be truthful, be much 
more discursiv e than it is possible to be m such brief sketches as these Many 
are the pomts considered, many more will be those left aside For instance, 
no mclusive lecture on Ethics (Xo 4) can fitly oimt notice of the mighty word 
"conscience," as worded m the East More especially when ethics is here 
viewed, as viewed it must be, as the outcome of Immanence — of God (or as 
the Western gospeb say "the kmgdotn of God") within you, as your very 
Self-m-the-More We say, m this matter of unlikeness, a shepherd sees every 
sheep as different where we see all as looking alike Yet, were we to discuss 
sheep philosophy with him, we should be sure to hear much about the nature 
and the ways of "sheep," wherein is likeness rather than the reverse Let us 
hope that the author will now consider, not the reverse but the likeness We 
speak, we write pbilosophicaUy to ebcit what is true m man as we find bim 
And to do that w e must not consider him merely as be is, for that is only what 
he seems to be He is ever seeking a More, however wrongly he may now and 
then conceive his "More." and is thereby becoming More And m him so 
seeking we may find a bond of likeness both in East and West, which is 
much more worth while discussing than the accidents of his many less basic 
or contmgent unlikenesses 

India has been even more obviously a seeker from of old than we, and I 
cannot accept the author’s dictum that "India has remained unchanged and 
uniform throughout all histone times," the belief in karma, rebirth, and 
hberation being cited as instances We can trace the emergence of liberation 
from Vedas to an abstraction in Mid L'panishads, we can note the up-coming 
of a theory of karma in those that are earliest, we can mark the quickening, 
the new sense of a near reality given to other lives than this span of one earth- 
life m the first Buddhists’ expansion of the meaning of life as a djmamic 
becoming figured as wajdaring Dr Heimann has done justice to this ever- 
moving evolution m India’s "Werden" in maya and other concepts I appre- 
ciate her courageous attempt to present compressed an immense subject 
suggestively. I shall appreciate even more an attempt to vindicate a true 
human fellowship in man's fundamental quest m search of a More on his way 
to a Most 

C A F Rhys Davids 


De Verttate Bj Edward Lord Herbert of Cherbury Translated with an 
Introduction bv Meyrick H CARRfi (Bristol. J W Arrowsmith, 
I td for the University of Bristol 1937 Pp 334 Pnce 12s fid net ) 
A translation of this famous treatise made from the last edition published 
in the author s lifetime was a piece of work well worth undertaking Edward 
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Lord Herbert of Cherbury is a snffiaentiy important figure in the history 
of English thought to deserve that Englishmen mterested in philosophy 
should study him at first band and not remember him only as the object of 
certam criticisms in the first book of Locke's Essay, and as the alleged father 
of ‘‘deism ’’ For he was in fact a serious thinker, who was in his own tune 
respectfully read by Descartes and saluted by Gassendi as the countryman 
of Bacon to whom that great man had handed on the torch of philosophy, 
while if by "deism” be meant {as is often the case) the doctrine of a Creator 
With whom his creatures can hold no personal communion, and who. having 
made a world, left it to run by itself, no doctrme could be less like Herbert’s 
To such a first-hand study a good English version, especially if accompamed 
by notes indicating the sources of quotations and explaining allusions, would 
be of great assistance , for neither the onginal Latm nor the contemporary 
French translation which Descartes found less difficult is easy reading 
Mr Carrd has not. mdecd. added notes of this kind; but he has prefixed an 
introduction which is interesting and informative (though one cannot read 
wuthout surpnse the remark that m the earlier period of the sixteenth century a 
certain spirit had pre\ ailed in Enghsh theolo^ "under the influence of such 
men as Colct, Tyndale. and Hooker" — who died, under fifty years of age, m 
the last year of the century m question') The translation itself is, however, 
unfortunately less useful than it would have been had the translator not been 
too often, in passages where his help would have been most welcome, content 
to supply a rendering which neither makes sense in Enghsh nor accurately 
represents the Latm It would have been far better on such occasions had 
he frankly mdicated an often very excusable failure on his own part to gtasp 
his author’s meaning Two or three instances of this fault in judgment may 
be given m justification of what has been said, the references given will be 
first to the pages of the 1645 edition, then to those of Mr Carry's translation 
Animamnostram, writes Herbert (pp 71, I5 i),«om sohm aimaginem 
conditam et ejus guidein Eclypum Jinsse, sed partem etiam ahguam sapientiiu 
Diiinae unnersaUs in Notitiis Communtbns unpertitamfuiue, existmamus "I 
conceive,” Mr Carr6 translates. ‘ that our mind is not only created m the 
image of God or in the copy of that unage, but it has, in the Common Notions, 
some share in the Dmne Universal Providence ” FideUty to the text should 
have forbidden here ‘‘or’’ for el (though if, as is possible, "in the copy" « a 
mispnnt for "is the copy,” this would 00 doubt be immaterial) and "Provi- 
dence” for sapteistiae, and it will be obvious to a careful reader that this 
indifference to accuracy in detail has resulted in two real, if only slight, 
misrepresentations of Herbert’s meauing More serious is the rendencg 
{pp i86. 267) of cum difformttas reahs nostra ex parte claupossit. habemtts eiiai» 
unde cructemur tn aeternum, cum sine resipiscenha vera ixsdem semper haeserimts 
testigns as "But there are also possibihties of endless toiture. since rea 
disharmony can arise from our side, and we should always follow the same 
path were it not for true penitence " Herbert's pomt here is that, whenever 
we continue in the same sinful course of conduct without true repentance, a 
real lack of conformity to the divine First Cause (m whose image we are 
created) may anse, which may result for us in the suSering of eternal tonneot 
The passage is perfectly mteUigible m its context, but what the translat^ 
oSers as its rendering, if it makes any sense at all, suggests the direct opposite 
of w-hat the author intends Agam (pp 192. 273). Herbert, speaking of tune 
and motion, observes that time cannot be explained by motion, 
neither eternity at one extreme, nor the tnstant at the other (both of 
ID his view, fall under the head of time) can be thus explained !««'’ 
tempus et motus inter se confonnan posstnl, ommsso per se disUnguunlur, 
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qvod ex eo palet, quod non solum inslans sed tpsam (we should, I take it, read 
tpsa) etiam aeterntias ilia quam nuUus mortahum Prtmo Entt non tribuil, ex 
tnolu descrtbt nequeat; vti entm non perttngtl aeternxlafem Mofus, tta quidem 
in tllo praetent Instans Here Mr Carre has actually reversed Herbert’s 
statement “Though time and movement, *’ he says, "can be compared they 
are quite distinct This is clear £rom the fact that not only an instant but 
etermty, which no one denies of the First Being, can be CKplamed by move- 
ment No movement is prolonged into eternity, and an instant is swallowed 
up m movement " One imght have conjectured that "can" is here merely a 
mispnnt for “cannot," but if we read "caimot," the sentence becomes awkward 
to the pomt of unmtelligibihty Had the translator imderstood his author he 
could easily have written “neither an instant nor eternity . . . can be 
eicplained by movement ” 

Once more. On pp 224, 305, we read: “If we abandon these prmciples 
. and if we gi\ e way to wicked blasphermes, temble crimes, and finally 
to impenitence, to which we are sacramentally bound ” If any reader, unable 
to attach any meaning to the last clause, refers to the Latm, he will find the 
following. Hisoe inierea si exctdenmus et blasphemiis impus, scelenbus 
horrendis, et demque \mpoentienUa nosmettpsos sacramento quo temmur, 
exohenxnus That is "If we have abandoned these principles and, by 
wicked blasphemies, horrible crimes, and m the end by impenitence for these 
sms hai*e released oursehes from (le have behav^ as though we were 
released from) the oath of allegiance (1 e to our Creator whereby (as His 
creatures) we are bound" (the words m brackets I have added to eluudate 
the meaning, but without them the version I have given does, I venture to 
think, make sense) 

These e-ramples will make it abundantly clear that Mr Carre's translation 
is not alwaj's to be trusted In the present case— where the object of the 
translator is presumably rather to assist the student of a work whose historical 
interest is greater than its intrinsic importance, whether philosophical or 
literary, than to make a classic "speak English" — it would probably have 
been better, as a rule, to err m the direction of over literalness than of over- 
freedom, but such renderings as "romances" for htstortae admtraxidae (pp 96, 
176), "detection of truth" for lenlatum r.ottlta et delectus (pp 12, 88) certai^y 
fail, m dillerent wa>-s, to reproduce with precision the sense of the ongmal, 
wuthout m any way improvmg the readableness of the translation 

The treatise De Vertiate itself is a work on which its author set great store 
Its publication, decided upon by Herbert after consultation with Grotius 
and Tiilenius, and in obedience to a sign from heaven, wws m his vnew a 
momentous, even a revolutionary event m the history of philosophy The 
greater part of it is occupied by what we should now call an epistemological 
discussion, designed to establish the necessity to all knowledge of Xotitiae 
Communes, present in the mind pnor to individual expenence, a discussion 
which, as Mr Carre pomts out, anticipates the Common Sense doctrme of 
Reid, and which entitles Herbert (who was Hobbes’s senior by five years) 
to be regarded 2is the first of that long succession, extendmg from him, 
through the Cambndge Platonists, to the idealists of the second half of the 
nmeteenth century, of Enghsh cntics of the empincism which, although 
general!) regarded abroad as characteristic of our national way of thinking, 
m fact constitutes only one side of our contnbution to philosophical specu- 
lation This portion of Herbert s book culminates in the sections devoted to 
the exposition of a new bst of categories (called ^efehca) for which extravagant 
claims are made b) its inventor as being wholly ongmal, but which, according 
to Mr Carrt, is "taken over with bttle modification from the tables of LuUus 
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and Ramus,” and certainly resembles these too nearly to deserve to be so 
re^rded. 

The chapters on the Common Kohons concerned vath Rehgion and Reve- 
lation, \shich follow and intervene between those relating to the Zeletica 
and three concluding sections, dealing respectively with Probability, Possi- 
bihtj', and Falsity, have attracted more attention than any other part of 
the treatise, and Mr Cane is right in regarding Herbert's theology as ha\'ing 
a claim to be considered epocb-tnaking which cannot be conceded to his 
theory of knowledge That theolt^’ is, as has been already observed, very 
far from what is generalty understood by “deism ” It is a positi\'e doctrine 
of di%Tne revelation, which is still well worthy of sympathetic study, even by 
those to whom a knowledge of the lehgious development of humamtv in the 
past IS aiailahle far more extensive than anyone possessed when Herbert 
wrote Herbert was, indeed, himself a pioneer— as the writer of his book 
De Religions Gentihum — in the comparative study of religions w hich has. 
smce his day, so remarkably affected the outlook of those who are interested 
m the philosophy of rehgion 

If Mr Carri would devote himself to utihzmg the fruits of the study which 
he has already bestowed on Herbert's chief work in the preparation of an 
edition of it, constructed with a more concentrated endeavour to wrestle 
with the difficulties of the author’s exposition than is evident in the translation 
now before us, and enriched by a tborougb mvesti|fation of its historical 
background and antecedents, he would be confemng on bis fellow-scholars 
a tery real and considerable benefit 

CtEMEST C. J. Webb. 


Art and Truth By J W R Purser (Glasgow: Jackson, Son S. Co. 1937 
Pp \Ti + 339 pnce 7s 6 d ) 

In the space appropnate to a revnewcr it is hard for him to give due weight 
to the merits, however considerable, of a work whose general method and 
assumptions he condemns He is bound to be dogmatic, which may be one 
of the faults he is finding 

Sir Purser himself seems to distinguish two methods, a "philosophical’* 
(or Socrahc) in which we discover, and test, by instances, say, of beauty or 
morahty, the universal principle exemplified m them, and another which he 
calls logical ” In the first of these, if I understand the distinction, he is 
eminently successful On the rHation of art to scientific, histoncal. moral, zad 
philosophical truth, on the importance of subject, and similar topics, perhaps 
°° guide could be oSered to the unphilosopbical art cntic who wants to 

co-ordinate and understand his intuitive judgments And it is a good guide, 
not only because the conclusions are usually acceptable even when they are 
ongmM but because opposite views are sympathetically stated and gii-en 
their full weight But the “logical" element m the book must be to such aa 
uncritical reader extremely misleadmg. and to one of philosophical training 
appalling m its dogmatism and looseness of language. 

It seemed a good idea, m such a book, to escape all questions of interpreta- 
tion by avoidmg any names of philosophers until the last chapter But the 
pnce paid is hieratic assurance “A/wifrrt aeslketUs' do not explain ... the 
difierence between 'expressing' one’s feelings and uttering them” is hardly 
fair to Croce That we can ever know anything about . . • things as they 
exist m themselves has long ago been exploded m philosophy" is hardly fair 
' My italics thtoughout. 
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to any philosophers except Hume (once casually mentioned), not even to 
Kant and Hegel, the only two mentioned with approval, or to the author 
himself The queemess of this last quotation is partly explained when we 
discover that by “things as they exist m themselves" is meant not, as usual, 
things as they really are but things not related to other things The general 
argument seems to be that relations are cheated (not apprehended) by thinking 
and that smce nothmg but the whole can be unrelated, all thmgs must be 
created by thinking To "feMKg a rtt«g»«to relation with another" is“toideotify 
the two to a certain extent So the law of contradiction is self-contradictory, 
and only the whole or unrelated is real, and that is thinkmg, about which, 
then, we should apparently know nothmg Yet apparently we do know that 
it creates or has created "things," with which it then stands m relations 
In Mr Purser’s words, "Stars and stones . in their existence have to be 
contmually mamtained by thought (the universal thought), and thought does 
Itself an injustice by descending to this office, for in fact their existence is a 
false kind of existence ” Here arises a serious ambiguity in the use of the 
phrase "the mind,” which sometimes means the minds of men (eg “they 
appear to the mind to be so") and sometimes something else (e g “an objec- 
tivity independent of mdividual mmds is the fundamental characteristic 
which the mind gives to matenal things") 

It 15 a confusmg characteristic of such philosophical style that common 
words are used with an uncommon meaning but still also in their ordinary 
sense This occurs with the word "form" which is sometimes opposed as 
■ symbol ' to "content” or meaning, sometimes as whole or umty to elements 
or parts, with the word "universal" sometimes opposed to individual, some- 
times identified ivith it, sometimes identified with wholeness, sometimes 
opposed to physical, wth the word “morabty" sometimes meamng nght 
conduct, sometimes good conduct, and sometimes conduct Perhaps the fairest 
way of exemplifying the cnticism I am making would be the selection of some 
usages of the word “truth," which seems sometimes to mean what the word 
generally does mean, but at others reahty. knowledge (i e certamty), goodness, 
wholeness, mflnity, universality, mdividuabty From such a selection readers 
must judge whether they can understand and accept these usages — 
Philosophical truth consists not in the agreement of our thought with 
reality but in the agreement ol reality with our thought or ideals It is reahty 
which IS true TAr mind is the one truth (pp 19-20) 

Beauty is philosophically true, so far as m it brute fact has taken upon itself 
the ia/n« of mind (p 23) 

Imagination is a species of knowing (p 40) 

The calmness, serenity, permanence, and profundity of truth (p 75) 
Everydbing that exists aims at bemg the one absolute fact, it is nearer to 
the Vrwth psciporVioii to its swcxesa 14 tmtli wss a feet among other facts, 
those other facts would give the he to it by exisUng outside it (p 107) 

Art is truer than morality because it does not distinguish the subject from 
the object (pp 118, 123), and truer than science because it does not dis- 
tinguish appearance from reality , but accepts nature at its face value (p 122). 
Intemperance and cowardice are moral falsehoods {p 160) 

Truth IS a whole and an all, not the sum of existent thmgs (Aa//-falsehoods 
exist) but in the sense that there is no truth outside it ffTiat is outside truth 
IS nothmg (pp 184-5) 

To know nature m its truth we must preser\e only the best side of thmgs 

(p 192) 

The world of sense is both the adequate embodiment of truth, and yet, 
considered in itself without reference to the truth, an utter falsehood (p 194). 
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Sensuous appearance is a lalsdiood, bnt science makes it into a tnitt by 
opposing its laws to it as a supenof trutk. 

Truth as it existeii teloie treated tbings assumed thtat present shape, 
and as it exists now m all created things, cannot contain sensation in it as an 
actuality or even as a mental vision, but only as a thought (p. 214). 

The existence of partial categories as fact will be an existence of falsehood. 
They have no real right to exist as foots (p 228). 

The truth of falsehood is simpSy universal being (p. 229^. 

With such a view or views of truth, the "truth of art" will naturally be 
protean. 'Tt is ofci'ieus that beauty exists only m the mind," it does not "exist 
as a fact when nobody is looking at it," yet it is "mdepetident of tndtvtdwl 
minds": and art may be '‘beautiful, though we personally do not find it so, 
because the artist'.r mind has objectified itself" in it. 

Those who regard such language at all as I do may wonder how it can be 
related to the sensible and acute diacnnunations which I mentioned earlier 
I e wondered my seU why the aesthetics ol such schools of ideahsm IHegel 
himself, Croce for instance, and Bosanquetl are so much more fruitful, or, to 
speak rudely, so much less patently mept than their ethics hlay the answer 
be that the "mind dependeocy" or subjectivity which idealism attributes to 
aU tilings, and which seems so obviously inapplicable to obhgation, is in fact 
the nature of beauty 1 E, F. CAaaxtt. 


Books received also . 

H. J. Patou Fashion and Philosophy. (Inaugural Lecture, 1937) Oxford at 
the Clarendon Press, London: Humphrey Milford. 1937 Pp. 2i. **• 

N. V SinovacK. The Organic Chemistry 0/ Nitrogen. (New edition revised and 
rewritten by T W J TAVUiaandW BawcR.) Oxford at the Clarendon 
Press; London- Humphrey bliUord 1937. Pp. xix+590. 23s. 

Various Authors (Edited by J B Trehd and H. M. ] Loews ) hitf 
AbravoueJ Cambridge at the University Press 1937. Pp. xxvn + X 5 T 
7s 6d 

Various authors The Problem of the Individual. (California Publications UJ 
Philosophy. Vol 20) Berkeley, University of California Press; London: 
Cambridge University Press 1937- Pp. 206 9s. 

S. Kjerkegaard (Ti by A S Autoorth andTV. S FeRME J Pw^/y 

Heartsf A "jOiscoufse for a Special Occasion . . published in 1847 
Copenhagen London. C W Daniel Co 1937. Pp. I79- 7S. 6d. 

E GuTEiNX. (Tr. by M. Gabain) The AbsoMe Collective. A Philosophical 
Attempt to Oiercotne our Broken Stale. London: C. W. Daniel Co I937 
Pp 119 6s 

F. S Marvin The Neu) Vision of Man IxmdoniG Allen & Unwin, Ltd 1938 . 
Pp- 171- 5 S- 

E. Jordan. The Aesthetic ObjeU An lutroduction to the Philosophy of Value. 
Bloomington, Indiana; The Pnoapia Egress. London: Williams & Norgate, 
Ltd. 1938. Pp XU 4- 275 155 

M. Harmugion a BiologicalApproaehtofheProblemofAbnorrnalBthmwr- 

Lancaster, U S.A : Science Press Printing Co. 1938. Pp. 459- 

T. J Lawrence A Handbook of Public International Law. (EltvsnibediiK^O' 

by P. H. Winfield ) London: Macmillan & Co 1938 Pp. xvi + ^°7- 

3 ®- 

A. LiCHtiGFELD. Twenty Centuries 0/ Jwish Thought. London; E. O. 

Ltd 1938. Pp. 168. 2S. 6d. 


NEW BOOKS 


JIrs. Rhys Da\'ids To Becmne or Not To Becotne {That is tht Question'): 
Episodes tn the History of an Indian Word London Luzac & Co 1937 
Pp. XI -r 164 IS gd 

N Mircmsov. The Moral Basts of Politics London Constable &. Co 1938 
Pp XXI + 376 Ss 6d 

M. Jf Sh-^rif a Critique of £‘fon<»nics Simla Fine Art Pnnters 1937 
Pp 39 12 annas 

G Dawes Hicks Critical Realism Studies tn the Philosophy of Mind and 
Nature London Macmillan 8. Co 1938 Pp xxiv 346 15s 
G Hort "Piers Plo-j.man" and Contemporary Religious Thought London 

5 P C K , Xew York Macmillan Co 1938 Pp 170 Ss 6d 

P A Sorokin Social and Cultural Dynamics Vol I Fluctuation of Forms of 
Art, pp XXI — 745. 21s Vol II Fluctuation of Systems of Truth, Ethics, 
andLaa.,pp xvu 727. 21s \ol III Fluctuation of Social Relationships, 
War, and Reioliitions, pp xvm — 636, 21s London G Allen & Univrn. 
Ltd , 1938 

E STEiN’iLBER-OBERtiN. witb the Collaboration of K Matseo (Tr by 
M hoQit ) The Buddhist Sects of Japan Their History, Philosophical 
Doctrines and Sanctuaries London G Allen & Unwm, Ltd 1938 Pp 303. 
los 6d 

H Leyv’ a Philosophy for a Modern Van London \ GoUancz, Ltd 1938 
Pp 287 75 6d 

J L Stocks (Foreword bv the Archbishop of York) Time, Cause and 
Eternity (The Fonrood Lectures at Liverpool. 1933 ) London Jlacmillan 

6 Co 1938 Pp XU — 163 6s 

Various Knowledge and Foreknowledge (AnstoteUan Societ\’ Supplementary 
Vol XM ) London Hamson & Sons 1937 Pp 245 15s 
Variocs Proceedings of the Artstolelian Society \'ol XXXVII London. 
Hamson & Sons 1937 Pp 245 25s 

J Stsba.. Indian Realism London Kegan Paul, Trench, Tnibner & Co 1938 
Pp XVI — 287 los 6d 

H E Barses and H Becker Social Thought from Lore to Science Boston & 
London D C Heath & Co 1938 2\ols \ol 1 Pp •00% — 790 — lxxxi\, 
55 Vol II Pp \-iii -i- 385 — lxx\-u, ?4 50 
H Fr^'e Plato (LniAereity Studies of the Lnuersitj of Nebrasia ) Lincoln, 
^eb^aska Published by the LmNersity 1938 Pp ^ 113 $i 23 
L LA^XLLE La Dialetique de I'Eternel Present De I'Acte Pans F Aubier 
>937 Pp 54J Fr 75 

V jASKfLfiMTCH L' AUeriiaiiie Pans F .Mean 1938 Pp 219 Fr 30 
J Keroosiard P S\lzi et F Goblot Edmond Goblot 1858-1935 La Vie 
L'CEuire Pans F Alcan 1937 Pp \n — 2ii Fr 20 
E Lolli (Tr par D de Vesme) La Conception Inductile de la Vie Essat 
PhilosopAique Pans F Alcan 1937 125 Fr 15 

J J \AN Biernxiet La Part de ITmagination Essai Philosophique Pans 
r Alcan 1937 Pp \n — 203 Fr 30 

L. Accambr-^y (Preface dej NkoiAltis) VnTestamentPbxlosophique ProU- 
gominesdunenUtaphysiqturaiionalU Pans F.Alcaa 1937 173 Fr 30 

E Ra\1ER Bibliographie des (Euvrts de Leibnie Pans F Alcan 1937 
Pp V T 703 Fr 85 

Varies £ji otion de Progris dezant la Science Actuelle (Fondation 'Pour 
la Science ) Pans F Alcan 1938 Pp 189 Fr 18 
P ScHRECXER Leibni! Ses Idles sur I'Organtsatton des Relations Inter- 
nationales (Hennette Hertz Lecture, 1937 ) London Oxford UmN-ersity 
Press, Humphrej- Milford 1938 Pp 39 2S 6d. 
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A. C. L£eiiann. Les Fondements Scientijuiues dU VHoltsme. (Reprint of Acta 
Biotheoretica, Vol. Ill, 1937.) Leiden: E J. Brill. 1937 Pp 13 
F. 7 >Iaug& L’Esprtt el !e RM pfrfu Pans; F. Alcan. 1937. Pp. 316. Fr. 3c 
M. Bldndel. L'Action. Tome 11 : L’Action hvtnaiite et les conditions de iun 
abowUssemenl. Pans: F. Alcan 1937. Pp 557. Fr. 60. 

Varies Deuxilme Congris Intemahonal d’Esthiiiqiie et de Science de VArt 
Pans, 1937. Tome I ; EsthiUgue GiniraJe: Psychologic; Sociologie et Culture 
Pp. Ixiu + 369 Tome II; HtsUnre et Critique; Science de I'Art et Tech- 
niques; L’Art Conlemporatn Pp 527. Pans; F. Alcan. 1937 >20 les 

deux tomes ensemble 

G Matisse Le Pnmat du Phdnomine dans la Connaissance. (La Philosoplne 
de la Nature ) Paris F Alcan 1938 Pp. 280. Fr. 40 
P.-M ScHUHL. A/acAi«is»«e et PMosopkte Paris: F. Alcan. 1938 Pp lOg 
Fr 12 

L Chestov (Traduit par B de Schloezer) Jintsalem. Vn tssaide 

philosophic vehgieuse Pans' J Vnn 1938 Pp xxxvi + 468. 

G BiCHELARD La Formation de VEsprit Sctentifique. Contribution d une 
Psychanalyse de la connaissance objectne Paris: J Vnn. 1938. Pp- 257 
Fr. 40 

R Schaerer La Question Platontcienne £lude sur les rapports de la pensie 
et de I'expression dans les "Dialogues." Pans; J. Vrin; Neuchatel: 
Secritanat de rUmversitA 1938 Pp 272 Fr 60 
J Rocks Le Gouvernement de Soi, avee le Seeours des Moralisfes. Paris: 
F Alcan 1938 Pp 463 Fr 60 

J Wahl Etudes Kierkegaardtennes Pans: F Aubjer. 1938. Pp 746 Fr lOO- 
R. Honigswald Denker der itahenischen Renaissance. Gestallen vnd Froblenu 
Basel. Haus zum Falkeo 1938 Pp 248. Fr. 10 broschierte; Fr. 12 
gebundece 

K. Dockbork. Die Staatsphilosophie des Enghschen IdeaUsmus, ihre Lihrt 
und IVtrkung Bochum-Langendreer: H Poppingbaus 0 . H.‘G. I 937 
Pp X + 227 

A Littasch Katalyse und Determimsmus. Em Beitrag riff Pktlosophie der 
Chemie Berlin J Springer 1938. Pp uc + 203 Rin 9 60 
K. Jaspers Extsiemphtlosopbie (Drei Vorlesungen gebalten am 

DeutscLen Hochstift in Frankfurt aM., Sept 1937.) Berlin: W. d« 
Gruyter & Co. 1938 Pp iv 4- 86. Rm 3 60. 

T. T. Segerstedt Moral Sense-skotan ock dess tnfiytande pa stensk filosop* 
Lund C W K Gleerup 1937 Pp 510 Kr. I2. „ 

Various. Descartes Homenaje tn el Tercer Cenienano del "Discurso del Metodo 
Umversidad de Buenos Aires 1937 TomoII, Pp. 340. TomoIIL PP 3 ^‘ 


Review "Order and Life," VoL XIII. No. 49. 
January, 1938. 

ERRATA. 

Page 93, para. 2, I. 6, for ‘organisation’ read 'organism ’ 
Page 94, para 2 , 1 8, for 'effect' read 'effects ' 

Page 95, para 2. L ii, for “way on’ read ‘wagon.’ 

Page g6, para. 2, 1 . 10, for ‘amounted’ read ‘amounts.’ 
Page 97, para. 2, U i. 2, after ’interest’ insert ‘of the’ and 
delete these words in 1. 2. 

Page 98, 1 . r, delete ‘to speak <rf.’ 
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CO RRESPOXDENCE 

To TBE Eoitox of Phtics 9 p)iy 

Dear Sir, 

1 have occupied so ninch space ol y o ur nagame recently that I wi-h to nake 
Ely reply to Mr Mossner’s criticism ol my article on Heme's Dtal^ues as brief as 
possible 

Terms like "ineemocs,” ■'unfortunate.’' "widely accepted" are in my opinion 
merely blunders va elementary logic Making the wicked pions" is, I think, some- 
thing which Mr ilossner does with considerable e 5 ect >111 qeH m his Bwiep 
ar 4 lia Age cf Beasen Qnestions about ongmality are no doubt a matter of opinion 
and interpretation I pa:»s over his own *decti£c2tion of Butler and Cleanthes with the 
remark that it makes Hume s request for help ' to bolster up" the argument of 
Cleanthes somewhat strange and not exactly conphniectary to Butler The refer- 
ence to a letter from Hume to Henry Home containing an admission to bemg an 
infidel la so far as I can learn, erroneous and sbonld be to a letter to Oswald of 
Dunnikier 5S in Greigi, the comment I make on the passage is that in view of 
Hnme s espenence on sei'ei^ occasicns pnor to this of being called deist, atheist, 
scepoc, the phrase "from the character of as isfidel does not necessarily imply as 
admisaos of being an infidel and in a later letter to Blair "So res is Greig) he 
objects to bemg caQed an mfideL Mr ilossser s assertion that scepticism iiJ setu 
Hnme u. so far as 1 can make ont, once more as interpretation of Hume s remarks 
and sot pnma fjeie original evidence 

The mam objection raised by Mr Moasner tens on the snpposedly urAisl'Tiro/ 
bat\s of my argument I refuse to aCow the historical bans to i.TTMt«ri according 
to Mr Mossser s requirements — to the .^ghcas Chenh or as be seems to do, to 
what he calls the repiesentatiiT. sometimes most d-stingnished, .Knghcas theo- 
logians Sneh hsjtaaous raise questions which 1 am not prepared to discnss here 
1 emphasise as an e«ential element ol the historical basis the outcome of the con- 
trol ersy in the eighteenth century to which wntera called Deists concerned al-o 
with Katural Religion, contnbeted \s Mr Mossner has dealt with this issue iS his 
Bishop Butler ar.j the 4 gt 0] Region which I have read wnh pleasure and profit 
may I use it and gii'e some quotations to iUc^tiate bis vi'-w ol the bistcncal situa- 
tion ' In doing so 1 am following a method adopted also by Sir Mossner in dealing 
with my argnmeat 

Speaking ol Pope 'p -i be says ' The Vmxerui Prjyer is not di^tincOv 
a Christian prayer It is rather a pravet of Katuial Rehgioa Thus Mr Mossner 
admits a distinction cot merely between Chrutianitv and Deism but between Cbms- 
tian ity and hataral Rehgion it. He refers to the nrmg heresy cl b nitananism 
and rationalism la general fp 62, The ■datemect that laticaaLsm is heretical u 
Mr Slossners Deism which was sationaLstic and was concerned with Natural 
Rehgion was recc^nized to be cnorthodai and cacsed alarm at Oxford and in 
crthodoi cirulss Ip 70 Infalhble reason proied in the eient a Nessus shut poison- 
ing the theology that wore it p 1*5 Rationalism is here admitted to haie been 
danc-njus to theology f ' So in lepud-ating the ceitamty guaranteed by an in 
fahJble and universal reason the apclceist armed jomtJy at philosophical scepticism 
and theclogical fa-th ' 'p 116 Phfiosophical sceptimsm there'ore <Ld cot necessarily 
lead to the (Lscardmg cf faith and Mr Moaner admits that there were persons who 
held this position He quotes Law to the eSect that the infidelity whxh is now 
openly declared for pretends to support itself cpica the suSciency, eiceCency and 
absolute porfecticn c£ reason cr Natural Rehziun ' p ir6 That Law is cot repre- 
sentatii-e cf the Angha.a Church is irrelevant to my argu=*nt U) Orthodoxy 
now driven to ns last defences clung desperately to probatility and the external 
evidences ' (p 145) On ti- ether hand, the apologists were dnvmg the De-sts into 
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open Scepticism and m doing so “were doing the inevitable” (p 151) "The fall ol 
reason meant the fall of Natural Keligion and this was true for both parties" (p 151) 
"The court of reason was no longer held sovereign; its cases were remanded to the 
realm of faith or to the realm of fact" (p 152). "Not that the apologists forfeited all 
claim to a Natural Religion, but in the coarse of time they discreetly and quietly let 
the subject sink into abeyance” (p 151) 

Thus rationabsm in rebgion ended in a somewhat strange result, and accordiog 
to Mr Slossner the idea of a Natural Rel^ion was gradually dropped Hhy, I should 
like to ask him, was it dropped il tny contention, objected to by him, is wrong ’ Also, 
does he mamtam that the discarding of Natural Rebgion meant the rejection of 
rebgion ’ And does he contend that the basis of such rebgion had to be found wholly 
anew on the failure of rationalism and was not already emstent while rabonaLsm 
was bemg tried out’ Had all this result come about by the nuddle of the century 
when Deism, according to Mr Mossner, had run its course ’ If so, Hume’s Dialogues, 
published m 1779. m no way contnbnted to this result The conclusion I emphasiie is 
that his cavil at my historical basis has no justification in view of his Own evidence, 
and that reference to it tells neither against my interpretation nor for bis own I 
add that he does not seem to have studied my argument very closely, for the historical 
basis IS not the foundation of my argument, the statement he quotes is not even a 
loose bnek m the building, but at the worst only a bit of loose plaster sticking to the 
structure 

Yours sincerely, 

B M. Lusa 

SaBmciD, 

March 10, 1933. 

(This correspoodeoce is bow closed. — E p.J 


To iHB Editor 0? Philosophy 

Sir, 

Professor Muirhead’s article, "Where is Philosophy Going’” ia the 
issue of Philosophy, needs leiterating This season those of us who attended th* 
Institute Lectures at University Hall and Umversity College have had a good dose 
of analytical philosophy, and 1 for one (a very common reader of philosophy, to use 
Professor Stebbing’s phrase) have found it very unsatisfying 
If indeed philosophy is ;ust an lateUectual pastime on a lei el with chess 01 some 
parlour game with no relevance to the understanding and bving of life, I am pe^ 
suaded that the interest m it of the majority of common readers wUl evaporate 
"Distress of mind is the great awakeoerof mmd,” vmtes Professor Macneile Daon 
m his delightful Gifford Lectures, "The Human Situation.” How true that is ft ** 
intensified men and women who have endured some pain or gnef or who h*'"® 
seen anew, freshly and imaginatively, the emgma of eicistence, who seek for a 
philosophy of life And it « just here that the analysts wound by suggesting tns 
snch mcenhves to philosophy are both misleading and shameful. . , 

There is m some men’s minds an obstinate conviction that the busing 
phUosophy is to make, not only science, but life latelbgible. If philosophy holds on 
from this effort and spends itseU in smaU analysis issuing in scepticism, 
myself will cease to look to ;t for help and guidance and try to live our h%-es witw« 
it. Those of ns who have been knocked about by life find such philosophy bo 
irrelevant and tnvia] 


Yours faithfully, 

p. D Etus 


35 Spital Squase, 
London, E i. 

February 1938 
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INSTITUTE NOTES 

During the past term Mr I Galbe, M A (ol Wadham College. Oxford), has 
deli\ered an interesting course of lectures on "The Nature of Mental Process 
The Addresses at the Evening Meetings have been as ^oUo^^ s ‘ The Rational 
aod Empirical Elements in Physics." by Professor Herbert Pmgle , "Philosophy 
and the Common Reader,” by Professor L S Stebbing. 'The Philosophy of 
Mysticism,” by the Ver>’ Rev W R Inge. K C VO , F B A 

Wright Mejiori^ Lecture 

The Wnght Memorial Lecture will be delivered by Dr W G S Adams, 
W arden of All Souls College, Oxford, on Tuesday, June 28th. at 5 45 p m , at 
University College, Go«er Street, London. W'C i The title of the lecture is 
■ The Philosophical Study of pobtics 

OBJECTS OF THE INSTITUTE 

The Bntish Institute of Philosophy exists to bring leading exponents of 
vanous branches of Philosophy into direct contact mth the general pubhc, 
with the purpose of satisfying a need felt by many men and xiomen in every 
walk of life for greater clearness and comprehensiveness of vision in human 
affairs 

\% ith this broad educational purpose m view, the Institute' 

(I) Provides at suitable times m the day and evening courses of 
lectures by leading exponents in the more important subjects 
coming within the Scope of Philosophy All branches of 
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PhilosopTiy are represented — ^Ethics and Social Philosophy, ths 
Philosophy of Ijlw and of the Sciences, of the Fine Arts and of 
Rehjion, as -well as and Metaphysics and Psychoiogy. 
These lectures are free to members. 

(2) Issues a quarter!}’ philosophical jonmal (free to members). 

(3) Proposes to form a philosopWcal Library. 

(4) Gives guidance and assistance to individuals in their philosophical 

readmg 

(5) Encourages research in Plnlosophj'. 

(6) There are Local Centres of the Institute at Bangor, Cardiff, Lin’ct- 

pool, Manchester, Newcastle and Durham, and Sheffield. 

Further information and forms of application for membership 
may be had on application to the Director of Studies, at Universi^ 
Hall, 14 Gordon Square, London, W-C. 1 . 


[Su^gtiUd] 

FORM OF BEQUEST 

I bequeath to THE BRITISH INSTITUTE OF FHILOSOPHV the sm 

of free of duty, to be applied to the purposes d 

that Institute, and I declare that the receipt of the Honorary Secretary or 
other proper officer for the time being ol that Institute, shall be sufficifnt 
discharge for the same 
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PHILOSOPHICAL BOOKS BY 


GEORGE 

SANTAYANA 


THE REALM OF TRUTH lo/ ^et 

Times Literary Supplement. “The fourth component of Mr. 
Santayana’s metaphysical tetralogy is now before us, and the 
coping stone has thus been formally placed on the majestic edifice 
of which Scepticism and Animal Faith was the substructure. 

“It would be superfluous to extol the rich vanety and con* 
trolled fire of Mr. Santayana’s poetic prose. Apart perhaps from 
Bradley at certain moments, no one since Hume and Berkeley 
has mamed Enghsh philosophy to such stately measures; and 
the force and elegance of his style are equally evident when the 
argument is clear and suave and when it is (as it occasionally is) 
either sinuous or abrupt.” 

Hibbert Journal “The present work is the third in the bnUiant 
senes of essays in which Mr Santayana expounds his metaphysics 
It follows upon the Realm of Essence and the Realm of Matter, 
and one finds in it again that beauty and terseness of writing 
which the former works contained and which, together with the 
philosophical acumen everywhere present, stamp Mr Santayana 
as one of the few artist-philosophers of our day.” 

THE REALM OF ESSENCE THE REALM OF MATTER 

SCEPTiaSM AND ANIMAL FAITH 
An Introduction to a System of Philosophy 

SOLILOQUIES IN ENGLAND & LATER SOLILOQUIES 
etc. 

12/- net each 

and Professor Santayana's remarkable no\el 
THE LAST PURITAN 8/6 net 


:/0 ORANGE STREET Lonsiaoie LONDON. WC2; 
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Introduction to Symbolic Logic 

by SUSANNE K. LANGER. “Her book is tobs 
unhesitatingly recommended to those who are familiar 
with the older logic and who wish either to learn some- 
thing of what the new logic is all about or to prepare 
themselves for a thorough study of the Principio."— 
New Engfish WeeWy 125 . 6d. net 

The Buddhist Sects of Japan 

by E. STEINfLBER.OBERl.IN. “ A knowledge of the 
way in which Buddhism has developed in japan is of 
considerable assisunce towards an understanding of 
Japanese mentality ... the volume is ... a mine of 
information not hitherto available.*’— Aberdeen Press ond 
Journol 10s.6d.net 
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PSYCHOLOGY 
DOWN THE AGES 

By 

C. SPEARMAN 

Ph.D. (Leipzig), Hos. LL.D. (Wittesberg), F.R.S. 

EMERITUS PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY IN THE ONITERSnY OF LONDON. LATELY GROTE 
PROFESSOR OF PHILOSOPHY OF .MIND IN THE UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. FOR. MEM. 
SOdtli FR.\N9A1SE DE PSYCHOLOCIE HON. .ME.M. KENTUCKY ACU^LMY OF SCIENCE. 
HON. ME.M. DEUTSCHE GESELLSCH.MT FVR PSS'CHOLOGIE. HON AtE.M BRIT. PSYCHO. SOC. 
HON. ME.M. PSYCHOTEOI. CLUB, PR.AGDE 

2 Volumes. With Diagrams. 30s. net 

"Psychohiy Derm the Ages t$ an eminently sane, judiaous and sdennfically 
balanced work, easy to read and understaocC and (to bonow the words of a 
reviewer of a former work of Spearman and apply them to this) the ‘most dis- 
tinguished Bnash contnbuaoo to expcnmental psycbolog)* that has been made 
m recent years ’ Indeed, both m comprehensiveness and clanty, it excels The 
Ahlines of Man ” — Dr. F. Aveling {Nature). 

“It is comprehensive m scope, straightforward in manner . and so dearly 
and easily wnaen that, for all that it is a text book, the reading of it is never a 
task and often a pleasure . . Professor Spearman makes the study of psy- 

chology so dear and simple a matter, that it is only when one rememben other 
text books on the subject that one realises, by contrast, the nature of the achieve- 
ment that the danty of presentation, the simpliaty of style, entail. The book is 
likely to become a standard work on the subject; it is a psychological classic.” — 
C E M Jo.tD {Nea Statesman and Natwri) 

“Professor Spearman has a gift for luadly disentangling essennals from mere 
mgenmnes, and gii'es a valuable and mistwoithy judgment.” — Kenntih Richmond 

(O^^^TT£T). 

“What might well have been a ponderous work of dull erudiaon turns out m 
these two substantial volumes to be a work of almost continuous charm, thanks 
to the gemal artiscry of Professor Spearman . . Only a man of tare powers of 

judgment could have written this comprehensive, wise and wholesome book ” — 
Scotsman 
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THE CONCEPTS OF POLITICS 

J D MABBOTT M A . B Lin 

A RECENT letter to the Press counselled caution on the return of the 
German colonies on the grounds that Germany was a notoriously 
ungrateful nation A few years after vie presented Heligoland to her, 
the Kruger telegram showed her ready to encourage our enemies 
^\^ly should we now make her further gifts which would merely 
render more effective similar treachery? Clearly behaviour like this 
by an indindual would warrant such an attitude. If I give a man 
a present on Monday and on Tuesday he stabs me in the back. 
I shall look with suspicion on his suggestion that I should make 
him further gifts next week Yet the easy use of the word "Germany" 
here conceals a host of problems Was the government which 
negotiated the return of Hebgoland responsible for the Kruger 
telegram, or did the Kaiser send it on his own initiative? Was the 
German people "behind” the government or the Kaiser when the 
telegram was sent? Does the present government of Germany 
necessarily resemble the pre-war government? Is the German people 
to be held responsible for what its present government does? Only 
if all these questions are answered in one way is the prediction 
plausible or the condemnation justified The moral is that until 
statements about "Germany” are rewritten so as to become state- 
ments about the German Government or the German people, 
accusations of ingratitude and bad faith have no intelligible or 
ventiable meaning This m turn should make us wonder whether 
' Germany’ is the name of an entity which has charactenstics of its 
own at all Another letter to the Press some time ago began "General 
diabetic opinion demands . . ” Is "General diabetic opinion” the 
name of a moral agent who, like General Franco, can make demands, 
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be angry when they are thwarted, and grateful when they are 
granted? Clearly not. Yet if there is no reality in these corporate 
units, how are we to explain loyal^ and the sentiment of national 
honour’ 

It is clear that some analyas of our social terms is necessary 
before we can be sure we are not being misled by false analogies. 
This analysis is the special contribution philosophy can make to the 
study of politics. It is for historians to determine the year in which 
Heligoland was ceded and the circumstances in which the Kruger 
telegram \\'as dispatched. But when the facts are established alterna- 
tive methods of stating them are possible and the philosopher can 
consider these methods, dicit their implications, and thus indirectly 
shed light on the justice of moral approval or condemnation which 
the facts evoke. 

There is, of course, one S5rstem of politics which takes liter^y 
the umty and personality of the corporate body. Hegelian principle 
and totalitarian practice are unequivocal here. The State, its will, 
and its good, are paramount over the individual, his \viU, and his 
good. The individual is the abstraction, the unreality. He is but an 
instrument or an organ of the purposes of the State. Other groups, 
such as Churches, Universities, and Trade Unions, are also subservient 
parts of the national whole I do not intend to attack this theory 
directly Instead I wish to criticize some of its critics in order that 
the terms we use may be more clearly understood. The terms I wish 
particularly to examme are “Society” and “common good." 

It is said by some of those who attack Hegel and his foUowrs 
that he IS right in requiring that all moral efiort aind ail organized 
corporations should serve “the common good.” but that his view 
of the common good is too narrow when he limits this service to 
service of the state , or, again, that the mistake was to attribute to 
the state characteristics which really belong to “Society. It is 
Society which demands our devotion. Church and University are no 
parts (still less servants) of the state, but they are parts of Society, 
and their function is her service. What is this entity, “Soaety, 
whose good we should all promote and whose instruments are those 
associations which the totalitarian state wrongly tries to control. 
I find three main answers to this question. None of them is clear y 
expressed or continuously maintamed by its upholders, for comp e ® 
clanty and consistency would, I think, dispose of "Society in ^ 
senses altogether. , 

The first Ime of attack on Hegel is laid open when it is observe 
that I have duties towards members of another state. I should pay 
my German bookseller; I should tell the truth to a Frenchman ° 

I meet in Austria If these duties are to be connected \vith a cornmo^ 

good’’ or these men are to be thought of as sharing wth me a soa 
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life, then "Society,” that unit of which we are all three members, 
must be \vider than the nation. It must include aU those men with 
whom I am actually related. Theories of this type differ in their 
answer to the question whether the relationship need be conscious 
or not. Maciver, whose \ie\vs we shall consider further below, tends 
to imply that they are conscious, when he speaks of “all billed 
relationships.”* Graham Wallas includes unconscious relationships. 
He would mclude as members of the "Great Society” those whose 
actions afiect me economically — ^men, for instance, whose wage-rate 
alters my baker’s bill, even though I have never heard of them * 
There are, however, men with whom I am in no actual relationship 
and yet towards whom 1 may have duties — men yet unborn, for 
instance — and to include all those to whom under any possible 
circumstances I might have a duty we cannot stop short of the whole 
human race. All men, then, would together constitute that “Great 
Society” to which I really owe allegiance and whose good I ought 
to promote. This on the whole is the view of T. H Green, which we 
sh^ also consider later in more detail But all human beings do not 
together constitute a society Their sumlanty does not m any 
literal sense unite them If siiiulauity could do so, then all red haired 
men would be a society and all rheumatics another This leads to 
the third solution The whole of humanity is not a society, but it 
ought to be. Then when I pay my German or enlighten my French- 
man I treat them as members of that ideal society which would be 
realised if all men served one common good and were determmed 
in their actions by these principles of truth and fair-dealing This, 

I think, IS the view of Mr Joseph i Green also approximates to it 
occasionally, though he thmks the ideal is already partially achieved * 
In order to bring out the difficulties in all these answers I shall 
consider in detail the accounts of “Soaety” given by Maciver, Cole, 
and Green. 

Maaver begins his book. Commumly. with an attack on the 
inaccuracy of our sociological terminol(^*. He proposes to dis- 
tinguish three terms — society, community, and association — and to 
attach to each a spieaal and accurate meaning “Soaety I intend to 
use m a umversal or generic sense to include eveiy willed relationship 
ol man to man , community, stale, and association as special kinds 
or aspects of social fact ”5 This ought to mean that “soaety” is 
a general term, the name given to any group of men who stand m 
a viiUed relationship to each other, and that communities, states 
and assoaations are all societies of different kinds, so that there 
will be as many societies in the world as there are communities plus 

' Ccmmunil).p 32 * The Great Socuty, ch 1 

3 Some Problems in Eikios, cb ix, especially pp 118, 119 

« pToUgcmtna to Etk\cs, tj *59 280 ! Community p 32 
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states plus associations. In the same w’ay “colour” is a generic term 
%ihose species are red, blue, etc., or “automobile” \vith its species 
private car, lorry, omnibus, etc. But Maciver’s further use of the 
term “Society” issues partly in an awkward extension of the meaning, 
and, more seriously, in a logical confusion. For as his definition shows, 
he must regard me and my German bookseller as constituting one 
society, and me and my Frenchman another. This, however, is so 
obviously a misuse of language as to confuse rather than to clari^' 
social theory. What is more fatal is that Maciver often ivrites and 
sometimes thinks as if “Society” were a singular and not a general 
term, as if there were only one entity whose name was “Society." 
but many states, associations, etc. There are traces of this confuaon 
even in his definition, quoted above, where he says that society 
“includes” associations or that they are "aspects” of it. Colour does 
not include blue nor is blue an aspect of colour. Maciv'er is here 
slipping over from the relation between genus and spedes which is 
harness to that between whole and part which is fatal The con- 
fusion is, in fact, a very plausible and subtle instance of the Fallacy 
of Composition. The danger is clearest in such phrases as “Society 
is nothing more than individuals associated and organized."* or 
“Certain religious doctnnes undermine the security of sodety,"* or 
"the interests of the indiddual are the interests of society .’’3 It is 
an excellent danger signal of this fallacy when society is spelled with 
a capital letter. “To be the servant of Society” looks quite right, 
while "a club and a church are both Societies” is clearly wrong 
I have already insisted that there is no such entity as "Society’’ 
and, therefore, the singular term is illegitimate. 

ilaciver would defend the use of "society” as a general term on 
the ground that two of its species, communities and associations, are 
very different from each other and yet have enough in common 
to justify the general term “sodety” for any instance of either kind. 
To anticipate my conclusions, I do not consider a community to be 
any more a genuine unit than is “Sodety" itself. I find only one 
so-called species, the assodation, and I therefore have no need at 
all for ‘ Sodety” even m its harmless generic sense All societies are 
associations and “association” is a much safer name for them. 
If I am nght, our practice of describing the doctor, the teacher, or 
the priest as “servants of Sodety,” or “servants of the community, 
is One we can continue to follow only at our own peril — the peril o 
being led to imagine that “Sodety” mid "the Conununity” are names 
of real entities as “doctor,” “teacher." and “priest" are. These 

« Op. cit.. p. 69 » op. Cit.. p. 40. 3 Op cU . p 

* Ci Co\e, An Itilroditcltonio SocuiITheoiy,tih h, where "Soaety . 

throughout with a capital and “community” with a small letter Yet COJ 
intends both to be general terms, with many instances in each case 
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public benefactors serv’e men and men only; and for the most part 
they serv’e them as iftdividtmls, and not as the members of any social 
unit whatever. \Mien there is a social unit, it is an association, a 
school, church or university. 

According to Maciver, the essential difference between a com- 
munity and an association is that an association is organized and 
a community is not A community is defined as "an area of common 
life, \Tllage, or town, or district, or country, or even \vider area 
The common life "must have some characteristics of its o^^^l such 
that the frontiers of the area have some m eanin g (It is to be 
observed how even with "community" Maciver tends to beg his own 
questions ) "The common life" is regarded as a smgle subject which 
"has characteristics." WTiereas what is meant is clearly that inhabi- 
tants of the area must have common charactenstics so as to be 
distmguished from inhabitants of neighbourmg areas "The com- 
mon hfe" does not spieak a language, maijy monogamously, inherit 
property in the male line, etc , and there are even traces of the 
still worse tendency to speak of "community,” as of "Society,” 
as if It were a singular term, "The state is an association within 
community,”! or "community is 'the world the spmt has made for 
itself illustrate the confusion and the title of the book itself 
lends colour to it It would be le^ misleading if the title were "The 
Community" or "Commumties" A book on roses would not be 
called "Rose ”5 

Taking "community” as a general term, then, let us consider what 
Slaciver saj's a community is In the first place the msistence on 
"area” and "frontier” seems a mistake Would Maciver deny that 
the Jews form a community > And his own mstance immediately 
following his definition is equally unfortunate The English residents 
in a foreign capital are a community, but he surely need not mean 
that they must hvein an “English quarter " This. howe\’er, raises the 
crucial roblem. If "commuiuty” is not the name of a geographical 
area, what is the unit and what confers on it its unity^ Similarity 
IS not enough, othensise all red-haired men would be a commumty 
and all rheumatics another It is. of course, true that when we say 
"There is an English community in Florence” we mean more than 
■'A number of Englishmen are domiciled mFlorence ” They must be 
aware of each other’s e.xistence and take some pleasure in each 
other’s company becau«ie of their common nationality (Even these 
minimal conditions do not seem to be fulfilled m another of 
Maciver's examples He says that Western Europe is a commumty 

> Cemmunily. p 21 > Loc cti 

1 Op Cl/ p 30 * Op at . p 37 

1 Thfre are obviously equally difitcnlt and interesting theological problems 
about the meanings of ‘ The Church ” ‘ Op ctl , p 3S 
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but here the '‘common Kfe” is obvuously no more than mere 
similarity.) 

To say that wherever certain phenomena occur we must postulate 
a special tj’pe of unit, we must find statements about the unit which 
are not immediately and obvioudy analysable into statements about 
the members. Maciver recognizes this and gives a list of epithets 
which belong to "communities,*’ namely, "nomadic, barbarous, 
civilized, populous, warbke, or again caste-ridden, feudalized, 
industrialized ’ We must recall, however, that the essential difierence 
between a community and an association is that the latter is oigan- 
ized, the former not. But then "feudalized" and "caste-ridden" which 
descnbes organization must be characters of associations, not of 
communities All the others, with one significant exception, are 
epithets which directly describe the inhabitants, and for their use 
no special social ufiit is necessary. The exception is "populous” 
and It proves the rule It is true that an inhabitant could not be 
populous by himself, while he may be barbaric or nomadic. But if 
"populous" means numerous, then red-haired men would be a more 
populous community than rheumatic men; if it means having a 
high proportion of mhabitants to the area, then England north of 
a hne from Trent to Severn could surely be more populous than 
England south of that line without either being constituted a com- 
mumty thereby. When we talk of the Jewish community (or the 
Enghsh community in Florence) we are merely attempting to say 
briefly that Jews resemble each other, find pleasure in each other's 
company, and tend to assist each other because of their similanty 
(or that the Englishmen m Florence have these characteristics). 
But these phenomena may result from any similarity. Tailors (and 
diabetics) are similar to each other in many ways and men naturally 
take an mterest in and get on easily with those with whom they ha^■e 
much in common. But if we are to say that wherever such a group 
of facts is found we have a social unit of a special type, ive shall be 
multiplying entities without necessity and finding ourselves com- 
pelled to include the diabetic community and the tailoring fraternity 
among them 

In his IntTodiKtion to Social Theory Mr. Cole devotes two chapters 
to an analysis of terms. He agrees with JIaciver in Hs use of com- 
munity, but he says that "every community may be regarded as 
giving rise to an organized Soctefy.’’* A Society is "the complex of 
organized associations and institutions ivithin the community. 3 
It is surely clear that the justification of treating "a Society so 
defined as a unit is entirely dependent on the interpretation of the 
word "complex.” Let us allow for the moment that England is 

• Op ctl (Tliird Edition), Appendix A. p 422. 

’ P 25. 3 p. 29 
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"a community.” Then the Miners’ Federation, monogamy, the 
M.C.C., hire-purchase and the Poultry Fanciers’ Association are items 
in “the complex of associations and institutions” which is to be 
found m England. But in what sense do they together constitute 
a single unit^ If Cole had said “a^regate” instead of "complex” 
the fallacy would be avoided, but the term "Society” would be 
abolished. It is also to be observed \vith what dangerous ease he 
passes from the view that a Society is made up of organized units 
to the suggestion that it is itself an organized unit "Society is a 
complex of organized assoaations,”* then gives place to "Society is 
the sum total of oi^anized social structure,”* and that seems in turn 
to justify "A comuiumiy gives nse to an organized Socte(y''i No 
doubt the state is itself "organized,” but Cole would be the first to 
deny that the state includes churches, universities, etc », and there 
IS no other organized unit which does include them I would therefore 
maintain that there is no defence in Cole for the use of this term 
"Society” as one of the types of unit with which sociology has to 
deal I find neither in him nor in Maciver any necessity for the term 
at all All Its uses m all philosophers and political theorists seem 
to me dangerously misleading I think the adjective "social” is 
harmless as descnbing relationships of all sorts between man and 
man. But its denvative "society” should be banished in the interests 
of clear thinking F nendship and indebtedness are social relationships, 
but neither do fnends nor do debtor and creditor compose societies 

Cole, as I said above, accepts Maciver’s use of community But 
he is more sensible than Maciver of the considerations I urged which 
would require the rejection of community as a social umt also He 
sees that if we look at a community objectively — from the outside, 
as it were — it is hard to beheve it is a unit at all All we can discover 
IS a number of men similar in customs and traditions, and able and 
ready to help one another because they are of a common race or 
talk the same language or worship the same idols But Cole’s remedy 
IS not to give up "commuruty” as a social unit, but to say it is a 
"subjective soci^ umt ” It is "a group felt by its members to be a 
real and operative umty ”5 "The reality of it consisis ik the con- 
sciousness of it among its members Now this is a very interesting 
additional point It is not enough that Englishmen should be con- 
scious that other Englishmen speak the same language, beheve in 
monogamous marriage, dislike state-mterference, etc They must 
al>o believe in England — beheve that there is a unity, believe that 
It IS operative — and then, since in the end sociology is dealing with 
psychological facts, the bebef will create the fact (as Tinker Bell is 

■ r 25 » p 30 s p 25 

* See his article ■ Loy:ihie%” {Proieedtngto/Ihe Anstoleltan Socidy 1925-26) 

' P 28 ‘ P 26 My italics 
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kept alive in Peter Pan by the bdiefs of the children in the audience) 
Now any full answer to this ^vould lead us very deep into the meta- 
physics of thought and its object. The most I can do is to indicate 
by a parallel the error I think Cole is defending, and to show how 
the facts he could cite in its support may be otherwise explained. 
The error, then, of a sociologist who imports a “subjective social 
unit” seems to me like the error a theologian would make if he included 
the Devil as a theological reality with the proviso that he was 
a "subjective theological reality.” Individual persons have believed 
in a Devil, yet the theologian may maintain that their evidence was 
poetry misinterpreted as history and that the belief itself involves 
great difficulties. Therefore the Devil is no reality at all. So I agree 
that individual persons have believed that their o\vn races or “com- 
munities” were realities, but I think I can show the logical and 
psychological errors in which this belief originated and also the 
further errors to which it in turn would give rise. (Some of these 
^vi^l be mentioned below.) If men “feel their community as a real 
and operative unity,” they are just wrong as an animistic savage is 
just wrong. \Vhenever they think it acts or sufiers, the act or 
suffering is really that of individuals; whatever they believe about 
it is either a false belief about it or a disguised true belief about 
individuals. No doubt their belief that their race is a unit will m^e 
their actions different from what they would be without the belief, 
and it is just this difference which tempts the observer to believe 
that they constitute a unit of a new kind. But believers in a Devil 
or in a Banshee will also behave differently from non-believers, and 
yet their beliefs may be false. 

I maintain then that neither in Maciver nor in Cole can we find 
any justification for the treatment of “society” or of “communities' 
as units. There is one type of social unit only, and that is the organized 
association "Association” will then serve as our generic term with 
church, state, university, club, etc., as its species. It is clear that 
“society” w’ould be the more natural name, but “association’ avoids 
its misleading implications. For our temptations to say 
all members of Society,” or “we have duties to Society," or “We 
uphold the security of Society,*' would be removed if we substitute^^ 
in these sentences the word “association" for the word "society- 
The accusation levelled against Hegel that he attributed to tw 
State characteristics which really belong to Society must now ^ 
more accurately rewritten. He attnbuted to man’s relation to the 
State certain rights and duties which hold between men as men 
and have no basis in any association, and also that the State w^ 
the only or at least the highest association, and he attributed o i 
both a supremacy over other assodations and also the maintenance 
of institutions which they can more effectively maintain. 
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These conclusions are confirmed by an examination of the work 
of T. H. Green. He shows continually the struggles of a liberal 
mdividualist trying to avoid the conclusions of Hegel. He attempts 
to avert Hegelianism while preserving its central prmciple, by 
conceiving of a loyalty which is wider than the political loyalty 
because it is owed to a society larger than the State He regards 
moral progress as “the extension of the range of persons for whom 
the common good is conceived as common The Atheman did not 
recognize the rights of the foreigner, the Roman did not allow nghts 
to the slave. Only with Chnstiamty was the widening process com- 
plete “The idea has been formed of the possible inclusion of all 
men m a society of equals and much has been done towards its 
realization ”» Yet Green can speak in the same paragraph of “a duty 
of man to man as such and not merely as the member of a com- 
mumty.” Here agam is our confusion If there are duties of man to 
man, the wider society, w hether as an ideal or a reality, is unnecessary .3 
We may even find in Green the reasons why we may be tempted to 
speak of these social duties as if they were dependent on our recog- 
mtion of our membership of some great society “The language m 
which we most naturally express our conception of the duty of all 
men to all men indicates the school — that of tnbal or civil or family 
obligation — in which we have been trained to the conception. We 
convey it in the concrete by speaking of a human family, of a 
fraternity of all men, of the common fatherhood of God, or we 
suppose a universal Chnstian citizenship, as wide as the Humanity 
for which Chnst died, and in thought we transfer to this under 
certain analogical adaptations, those claims of one citizen upon 
another which have actually been enforced in societies umted under 
a single sovereignty “4 Now when we consider the changes by which 
the conception ol city loyalty gave way to that of national loyalty 
in Greece, or those which accompanied the recognition of the rights 
of slaves, we find they were changes m the actual social units, the 
associations The Greek cities lost their autonomy: slaves became 
citizens The state actually enlarged its membership in both cases. 
If we now ask what is the ideal which Chnstiamty requires as the 
associative expression of its recognition of the duties of all men to 
all men, w e find once more that Green will not follow the logic of his 
own thought to its proper conclusion For that movement should 
lead to the notion of a world state actually enforcing those wider 

■ ProUgomfna lo Ethics, § 206 » Ibtd . § 280 

J H D Lewis, in .U«ni. N S %ol *lvi.pp 4408., etposes the same confusions 
in the assertion ‘ nghts are denved from society " I am m complete agreement 
wnth his argument, and his treatment of ' nghts'" is. I think, parallel to my 
treatment above of duties, which was written before I saw his articles 

« Op at . $ 206 
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duties by its single sovereignty, a state in which all men would be 
citizens and all nations should have lost their sovereignty as the 
slave-oUTier and the city state lost theirs.i WTiat Green actually 
says, ho^\eve^, is this. "For those citizens of Christendom on whom 
the idea of Christendom has taken hold such a society does actually 
exist For them — according to their conscientious conviction, if 
not according to their practice — ^tnankind is a society of which the 
members ove reciprocal se^v^ces to each other, simply as man to 
man And the ideal of this social unity has been so far realized that 
the modem state, unlike the ancient, secures equality before the 
law to all persons Ihang \nthin the territory over which its juris- 
diction extends and in theor\’ at least treats aliens as no less 
possessed of rights.”* We see here that Green envisages an alternative 
system and one in vhich a world state is not needed in order to 
express in actual mstitutions the duties of man to man. It would 
suffice if each state upheld withm its own frontiers the rights and 
duties of men as men This, however, is oddly descnbed as " including 
all men m a society.” It would be theoretically possible, for instance, 
for tw 0 states each to uphold these rights and duties and for the 
cituens of one to have no dealings with those of the other nor e\*en 
to know of their existence In what sense could both be said to 
belong to one society or to ser\'e one "common good” ? 

Once again, then, I conclude that the use of "society" as the 
name of all mankmd is unnecessary and misleading, and I return 
to my preMous conclusion that the only type of social unit which 
need be recognized is the organized association. All statements 
about other aggregates of men — the lynching mob, the Jew^ 
people, the Eskimo community, the human race, the tailoring 
fratermty — are reducible without remainder to statements about 
individual human beings. It might be supposed that there would 
follow’ from this the corollary that "common good” has also a double 
usage. It would be used illegitimately of all these fallacious units— 
community, society, crowd, etc. — for m those cases "common good 
would reduce without remainder to the particular goods of indMdual 
people But one would expect it to be used legitimately of the 
organized association, since wre admit that the association is a 
genuine social unit If this were so the good of humanity or the 
of the Jew’ish race would be reducible simply to the good of ini* 
ndualmen or indindual Jew-s, but the good of the State, the Church, 
or the University would be genuine single goods not so reducible. 

I shall therefore go on to consider the senses in which "common 
good” is used. 

(i) When we say that a "common good” has been aclnei'ed by 

> Siimlarly, does a bebef m the ideal of the unity of the Chnstian 
require unity of organization or not^ * Prolegomena to Ethics- 5 * 
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a number of persons, we maj* mean merely that each has achieved 
for himself a good similar to that achieved, also for himself, by each 
of the others. Here the use of "common” or “general” is similar to 
that in phrases hhe "a general distrust" or "the common cold.” 
If t^velve men working independently acqmre each some knowledge 
or a disease or anythmg else, their achie\'ement does not turn them 
into a commumty or a society, nor is their good one good unless 
we are to say that two similar pillar-boves are one pillar-box This 
usage then is completely misieadmg, and if taken hterally holly 
indefensible 

(u) We maj'. however, speak of a man as promoting the common 
good when he recognizes something as good and confers it on others, 
for instance when a doctor cures his patients Here agam, however, 
there is no commumty nor society, nor is there one good The good — 
rehef from pain — is enjojed by individuals and produced bj’ an 
mdividual for individuals This usage aLo. though much more 
frequent and apparently more defensible, is equally dangerous 
and misieadmg. 

(m) In certain cases men achieve their own private ends, as m (i), 
and also assist other mdividuals to achieve theirs, as m (ii), by 
means of an org aru ra tion which IS genumely one, and genuinely 
common to them all in a sense which the good it achieves is not 
NMien you employ the same secretarv as I do the secretarv is not 
multiphed thereby, but when vou catch my cold the result is two 
colds instead of one So the health of a city may be achieved partly 
by each citizen consulting his own doctor, partlv by the efforts of the 
Medical Officer of Health The result is as many instances of health 
as there are citizens, but the means — m part at least — are communal 
and the same for all citizens When an organization is used the good 
achieved is usually both extended and limned It is extended to all 
members of the organization, but it is aL>o limited to them If a nch 
man is impressed by the suffering of certam children from lack of 
air and sunlight he may present a park to the town The good he 
will do IS then no longer Imuted to the particular children whom he 
first saw but extends to all children m the town It will also be 
achieved not only so long as he keepK in mmd their w elfare, but will 
continue while he sleeps and alter he has lorgotten Yet it mav 
also be limited for he mav see suffering children m the ne,\t tov\n 
and have no longer any funds for their relief Now- the phrase ' com- 
mon good ■ IS still literally inapiphcable The good is a number of 
healthy children But there is at last some justification for the 
belief that it does applv For the children benefit as tnetr.bcrs of a 
single unit (the town) and, though the goods themselves are still 
pmate and manv. the machinery (the piark) is single and common 
Each child has his own health, but each has not his own park nor 
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his own piece of park. Here, then, there are genuinely common 
factors and they make a difference to the incidence of the private 
goods. 

(iv) In this last case the common machinery was an alternative 
rnethod of achie\ing a pnvate good which might have been achieved 
by private machinery. The rich man might have brought successive 
parties of children to his own park. In some cases, however, the 
machinery must be common if the ends are to be achieved at all 
The ends secured by traffic control, credit regulation, or civil law 
are of this type They cannot be achie\’ed by private enterprise 
without organization Yet even here “common good” is a trusnomer. 
While what is common is essential to what is good, the machinery 
or organization (which is common) is not good and the safety and 
confidence (which are good) are not common. 

(v) In all the prewous cases the good achieved M’as the good of 

individual persons and the fact that one individual possessed the 
good made it intrinsically no more likely that any other individual 
would In certain cases, however — ^for instance, those of infectious 
disease — the achievement of the good by one individual requirts 
that it should be achieved for others The good which sanitation 
achieves must be enjoyed by all the inhabitants of an area if it is 
to be securely possessed by anyone. Clearly "common good" has 
more justification in these cases. Some hint of the same meaning 
lurks in the words "common knowledge/’ which would normally 
suggest not only that several people each know the same fact but 
that communication and not private enterprise led most of them to 
that knowledge. Yet here again the knowledge or the health is still 
essentially each man’s own health or knowledge. My escape from 
diphtheria is my good, even if in order to achieve it I have to see 
that others are free from diphtheria also. . . 

(vi) So far there has been no real justification for the association 
of "common" with “good.” The good has been in every case prii'ate, 
and all that was common was machinery or organization used as 
a means to these ends. Nor has there been any suggestion of a 
special claim of these individuals as members of the same association 
as m3^elf But there remain two usages of "common good” whic 
are more plausible still. The first case is that of loyalty. It seems 
indubitable that when men co-operate with others to achieve en s 
through an association, each member of the association faces more 
interest in the good of his associates than he would in the ca^ 
mere fellow-men. A typical if trivial instance may be found i 
a tennis club. If I wish to play tennis I may play on a private o 
a municipal court. In these cases I shall feel no special interes ^ 
others who use the court nor any duties towards them except nega 
duties of non-interference. If, however, I join a club to achieie 
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same end, I may weU find that the club seems to me more than 
a mere piece of machinery to enable me to play tennis. I find mem- 
bers taking a positive mterest m each other, encouraging the weaker 
players, supporting the club team and being pleased when it wins. 
My present problem is to decide whether these indubitable psycho- 
logical phenomena have any moral sigmficance, whether I ever 
have a moral duty to promote the good of another person because 
he IS a member of the same association as myself, a duty which 
I should have in a lesser degree, or not at all, to anyone who was 
not a member Should "charity begin at home" ? 

I find It difficult to give a definite answer to this question. Argu- 
ment seems inapposite and experience equivocal If I attempt to 
observe my o\vn decisions I find instances m which the claims of 
members of my own assoaations give rise to indubitable duties and 
others m which their claims have no weight or even a negative weight 
disturbing the true balance of obligations If a member of my own 
college asks me for adwe or information, I feel an obligation which 
would be weaker if he belonged to another college and non-existent 
li he were a "man m the street " If a fellow of my coEege is working 
on a subject m theology or literature and consults me on a philo- 
sophical point, I feel I owe him a degree of help which I should not 
owe to a Cambridge cntic or an Amencan theologian Yet if 1 am 
asked to vote for a member of my own college in an academic or 
political election, I feel a moral obligation to discount such claims. 
Baffled by such contradictions, I may follow the Aristotehan precept 
and consult those of my fnends for whose judgment I have most 
respect. I then find that men equaUy scrupulous and fair-mmded 
give contradictory decisions Some would try to convince me that 
fellow -members have an even stronger claim on me than I myself 
feel, overriding, for instance, my scruples about the case of voting. 
Others say that chanty may begin at home only when it is able thus 
to be most effective, but that any other recognition of fellow- 
members 15 immoral In the face of these difficulties I incline to 
believe that membership does give others a special claim on me. 
and I therefore have to discover some special feature about those 
cases m w hich the claim must be neglected. I think in most (if not 
in all) of these special cases there is a peculiar paramount duty of 
impartiality (like the duty of a judge ttol to be influenced by the 
fact that the pnsoner is a fellow-Freemason). But I admit that I do 
not feel that the question whether corporate loyalty is a moral 
virtue has ever been adequately discuss^, and it is obvious that 
this IS a problem of the first importance at a time when conflicting 
lojalties create the most perplexing problems and when to some 
men loyalty seems the highest «rtue and to others a mere sai-age 
superstition. 
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In our analysis of “the common good,” then, I think this is a 
new case not covered in the previous five senses. Yet even if it is 
admitted the good is still not itself conunon or corporate. It is the 
good of indi\’iduals which I promote, though now of these particular 
individuals in virtue of their membership. The difference here from 
the previous cases is that the existence of the association and my 
membership of it are the grounds which make the good of these 
individuals a claim on me. 

(vn) The other category in which “common good” seems more 
defensible than elsewhere is one in which the good itself at last 
ceases to be private in its nature and is intrinsically social. There are 
cases in which the social relationships betiveen individuals are not 
means or machmery for the production of private goods but are 
themselves the goods at which we aim. If five men co-operate to 
help a sixth, he will probably be helped more efficiently, but besides 
this pnvate advantage to him there comes into being the state of 
willing co-operation which is intrinsically good. Friendship, mutual 
trust and confidence, mutual sympathy and understanding, these 
are not merely institutions useful to the individual in helping him 
to attain his private ends . they are ends in themselves. It is some 
recognition of this intrinsic value which is often lacking in attacks 
on the family, whether modem or Platonic. If you treat the family 
as an institution instrumental to the production of a good stock 
(as did Plato) or to the nurture and education of the children (as do 
some modems), then you may be tempted to find in sterilization and 
selective eugenics or in a cr^he and kindergarten system some 
better machinery to serve your ends But unless you could replace in 
your new system the close-knit sympathy and understanding of 
which at its best the family is capable, you \rill lose something of 
intrinsic worth. Similarly a school or college is not merely a piece 
of machinery to enable A, B, and C to teach and X, Y. and Z to 
learn, but also a device forgetting men from A to Z to leam together 
and live together, and the living together cannot be taught by 
governesses or correspondence courses, though grammar and ge<^ 
^aphy can It is a truth even if only half the truth that "education 
is socialization ” 

Here we seem to find the strongest case for a "common good ' 
Yet even here we must insert our safeguards. There need in 
cases be no society, community, or associations. AVherever A and 
trust each other, C and D show mutual S3nnpathy, E 
operate, there these goods are realized. So "common good (i ‘ 

* means good of a community) and “social good" (if if means go 
of a society) are still phrases with no legitimate application. It 
well be that an association, by providing a permanent oiganiz 
basis for them, may heighten and diversify these good human 
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relationships which we have jnst examined, yet even then the 
association is still only a means to the production of the good, 
though the good itself has what may fairly be called a "social" 
character. 

My conclusion, then, is that "common good” is always and 
everywhere a misleading phrase suggesting a unity which is not 
only non-existent in fact but impossible in principle. 

I shall conclude this paper with some illustrations of the dangers 
which may flow from the misconceptions, examined above, of 
"society” and the "common good.” First we may consider the 
consequences of transferring either to "society” or to particular 
associations the characteristics Hegel attributed to the state. One of 
the most indefensible tendencies of totahlanamsm is often thought 
to be its hostility to freedom in rehgion, in learning, and in art. 
But if there were a working World State or League of Nations, its 
control of religion or learning would be equally unjustified. To move 
in the opposite direction and confer autonomy on the particular 
associations would not remove injustice Everyone knows the 
danger of trade union tjxanny or organized professional tyranny 
over freedom of religious, pohtical, or intellectual development 
No doubt the Miners’ Federation and the Bntish Medical Association 
are useful organizations, but to follow the "Political Pluralists” and 
to confer on them those characters which Hegel gave the state w ould 
perpetuate and would not avoid his most dangerous errors 
It might be supposed from the critical tone of the whole preceding 
argument that I am returning to the barren indinduahsm of JIiU 
and Spenser and rejecting the discoveries of social psychology 
concerning group and crowd mentality. But I should not deny that 
men behave differently in different social groupings and I might 
even admit that indiiidual psychology is a will o' the wisp — that no 
one can tell how a man would behave apart from all social relation- 
ships I admit the discovenes and the phenomena All I question is 
their interpretation It is men and not committees who behave 
Crowd mentality is not the mentality of crowds but the mentality 
of men in crowds,' as regimental pnde is the pride of men m regi- 
ments I can still maintain that social We is natural and political 
organization desirable I should also agree that organized associa- 
tions have charactenstics which their rndnadual members have not 
They have their own special modes of organization They’ have also 
the character of legal personality Their ownership of property, their 
powers of contract, their liability to suit, all these cannot be resolved 
into charactenstics of their members Yet the utal human qualities — 
will, desire, and moral responsibility— do not belong to them 
Nor in any propwr sense ha\e they an interest or a good of their own. 

' Cf S n ard in Afiri/. X S \ol t-kxih on ‘ The Crowd and the Herd " 


273 



PHILOSOPHY 


The practical corollaries of these views may be seen if we ask some 
simple questions. Is it possible for a country to be happy or healthy 
while all her citizens are diseased or sad? No, for happiness and 
health can belong only to individual men. Is it possible for a counhy 
to have large possessions while all her citizens are poverty-stricken? 
Yes, for oumership is a legal characteristic which a country may 
well possess. Could such a country be called prosperous or flourishii^? 
Only ambiguously. Her budget may be balanced, her national debt 
small, her trade balance favourable, her note issue covered by gold, 
and her assets large, while every one of her citizens may be driven, 
perhaps by the confiscation or taxation needed to achieve this 
national position, to the edge of starvation. Yet economic pros- 
perity IS not the only kind of prosperity and, measured in any other 
terms, "a prosperous country wnth unprosperous citizens” is a 
self-contradiction. Is there no danger that men will not see the 
contradiction because they have been persuaded to endow their 
country with full personality and to accept sacrifices, which can 
only add to her wealth and her honour at the cost of damaging the 
lives of all her inhabitants, as if they were like sacrifices made for 
a brother or a friend^ In the same way a sa%'age may behe\'e that 
trees and mountains are really persons and the belief may influence 
his conduct m ways disastrous to all concerned. He may refuse to 
Cross a mountam when his child’s life depends on it, or to cut doun 
a tree which ivill fall on his home to-morrow, so that the spirits 
should not be offended. So, too, a demand for colonies or a claim to 
retain them may be made a matter of national prestige or national 
disgrace, and in the attempt to placate those restless and insatiaU 
Spirits, national honour and national pride, children’s lives may he 
destroyed and homes broken up. 

Some illustrations of the confusion to which we are all liable may 
be taken from the correspondence to which I referred at the beguini^ 
of this paper. In quoting these I hope it will be clear from the whole 
of the foregomg argument that I am interested neither to endorse 
nor to counter the purely historical facts implied in these opimoM, 
but only to see how far they must be restated to be made intelh^ * 
and whether in this restatement the original force sunivcs- ^ 
writer says that Germany feels the loss of the colonies as an msm 
because they were taken awray from her on the ground that s 
does not know how to govern natives justly. Another ivriter . 
the msult and justifies it by evidence. Let us consider, mthou 
prejudice, whether the evidence is relevant or the grie%'ance 
mate. The evidence is that a certam African tribe w'as 
the local German governor. The evidence, if true, supports 
intended conclusion on the following conditions: {«) either that 
Governor was acting under orders from the German 
or that his action was characteristic of all G erman colonial admim 
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tion (6) That there is reason to suppose that the present German 
Government (or the Governors they would appoint) would be more 
likely than not to act in this way. Is the grievance legitimate’ 
WTiy should Germans feel that condemnation of their pre-war 
colomal administration is an insult to them’ Russians do not resent 
attacks on the penal system of pre-war Russia The grievance is 
legitimate only if the colonies are no^v refused on the same grounds. 
Another writer in the same controversy dismisses the whole “incom- 
petence” argument as specious Germany really lost her colonies 
because she began a w ar of aggression, lost it, and had to be pumshed 
It is not clear from the letter whether the writer regarded punish- 
ment as deterrent or retributive Let us suppose that he thought it 
was deterrent. Under what conditions would his argument be vahd? 
(fl) That the German Government did begin the war in 1914; 
{b) that it was a war of German aggression It is clear that these 
conditions are implied But punishment, whether deterrent or 
retributive, must fall on the guilty party and so tw 0 further conditions 
are required, (c) that those who now suffer from the loss of the 
colomes were responsible for the war in 1914, (i) that other govern- 
ments will be dissuaded from wars of aggression by the possibility 
that their successors or the descendants of their subjects will suffer 
It seems to me just as clear that the writer was wholly innocent 
of any misgiMngs under these last two heads I do not believe that 
the notion of punishment can be appLed to nations at all “Sanctions' ’ 
may stop injustice at the time it is occumng and moral censure 
may follow on governmental bad faith or brutality, but the necessity 
for continued responsibility in punishment would make it inapplic- 
able m any ordinary case Here at least then someone has been 
misled by persomf> mg a nation 

We are, in fact, m the international field Imng through an 
epidemic of “pnmitive animism ” And as ammism can be repelled 
in the end only by the union of a more spiritual religion and morality 
with a more developed chemistry’ and biologj', so "national ammism” 
still awaits the aid of a change of heart among the worshippers of 
these false gods assisted by a clearer science of association We must, 
however, beware the opposite error The enemies of pnmitive 
animism reacted into an almost equally crude atomistic matenahsm. 
treating trees and men as mere aggregates of inanimate particles 
So m our hatred of a deified nation we may tend to react into 
pnmitive induadualism, dissohing away national unity altogether 
and treating e%cr>' association as a mere collection of indi\idual 
men The organism in biologj- is a umt, it is neither a cell nor a 
mere aggregate of cells, neither an atom nor a mere aggregate of 
atoms So for sociolog>’ the sound view would be that an association 
has us own characteristic t>-pe of unity and is neither a person nor 
an aggregate of persons 
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There may in general be said to be two ways in which progress 
may be made in the understanding and towards the solution of a 
problem. The one is that of the continual development of it in the 
form originally given to it, by confirming this and rejecting that 
point in the light of fresh eWdence, by clarification of concepts, 
and by detecting and resolving ambiguities and inconsistencies. 
Here it is assumed that the standpoint from w’hich the problem has 
been approached is relevant and adequate. The other is entered 
upon when an "impasse" has been reached which can only be 
avoided by the realization that the original question was asked in 
a way which was either partially or wholly false or misleading. 
This IS the more radical w-zy of partial or total reformulation of the 
problem to be solved. 

In these few pages I want first to d\\ ell on the traditional form 
which the twofold problem of Freedom and Determinism appear 
on the whole to have retained and on the difficulties to which it 
seems bound to lead , and then to submit a reconsideration, which 
has not, I think, been sufficiently emphasized, of the nature and 
scope of the problem at issue 

I wish, however, at the outset to make it clear that the central 
notion in which I am here interested is that of responsibility and 
that I shall examine those of freedom and determinism and their 
interrelation only in so far as the former is understood to secure 
and the latter to destroj’ responsibility. It will be well, therefore, 
to begm by sajing something on the meaning of the two terms 
freedom" and “determinism" Avhicb are themselves by no means 
free from ambiguity. 


I 

(a) I shall begin vith "freedom." assuming for the moment 
that we know in general what we mean by "determinism.’' BroadJj' 
speaking "freedom" (or its equivalent "liberty") may be said to 
have been understood by ethical tlunkers in three different senses. 
These three different meanings may be called respectively "capn' 
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cious freedom,” “neutral freedom,” and "rational freedom”,* or 
perhaps “freedom from,” “freedom to” and "freedom in.” Our 
first task is to discuss how far each of these meanings adequately 
represents that which we understand by freedom when we oppose 
it to a determining necessity which destroys it. 

The first meamng need not detain us long. “Capricious freedom” 
IS simply that “freedom” which a person is said to possess in virtue 
of which all his actions are sheerly undetermined. It is the “freedom” 
of chance The use of inverted commas here is justified, for from the 
pomt of view of whether we have here a freedom in respect of which 
we can choose and are responsible, it may be said to be equivalent 
to no freedom at all or to stnct necessity. Both in the case of strict 
necessity and in that of "capricious freedom” the self is determmed 
in the sense that its “actions” (if mdeed it has any meaning to speak 
here of “actions” at all) are not wathm its control The only difference 
between the two cases is that in the former the self is determmed 
by laws that are, or, it is believed, can be known, whereas m the 
latter it is determined by forces which are not, and, it is presumed 
in the verj’ word "chance,” cannot be Indeed, strict necessity has 
even been felt to be less mcompatible with the notion of responsi- 
bility than IS that of capricious freedom Hume in fact, who seems 
to have understood “liberty” only in this capricious sense, argues 
for the necessary' determination of the will to safeguard morality. 
“Liberty,” he says, “by removing necessity removes all causes, 
and is the ver>’ same thing as chance ”* But m fact “whatever 
capricious or irregular actions we may perform, as the desire of 
showing our liberty is the sole motive of our actions, we can never 
free ourselves from the bonds of necessity ”i Accordingly “I . . . 
dare venture to affirm that the doctrine of necessity, accordmg to 
my explication if it, is not only innocent, but even advantageous to 
religion and morahty ”< Capnaous freedom may be described as 
“freedom from" . but whether by that is understood a freedom 
from this or that particular determining cause, or from all deter- 
mining causes whatever, it is not a freedom in respect of which we 
could be said to be capable of choosing Bradley saj-s of it that 
"you are free, because there is no reason which will account for >our 
particular acts, because no one in the world, not even j-ourself, can 
possibly say what >ou will, or \nll not. do next “ You are “account- 
able,” m short, becau-e you are a wholly "unaccountable” 
creature < This "freedom” has neither content nor "direction ” It 

’ This con\-em«nt terminology is borrowed from an acute article by H 
Sidgwich on Freeiew) in i8S3 \ol xui. N'o ji.partiall) reprinted 

as \ppendLx to Mttkc<ds cf Ethics 6th Ed ) 

• Tr.-jfiJ.' B;, II.pt 3 sect I ad fin j _ sect 2 

• Ikid i Ethical Studies, p 11 
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1 lUd (Abbott, p 78) 
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people will feel it necessary to consider not merely whether we could 
do or have done any other action, but also what type of action 
it is that we have done ; a mean or immoral action, for instance, 
will seem to many not to be so "free" as a generous or a noble one 
nor the agent as free in doing it. Tfris feeling is reflected in ordinary 
speech in such commonplace expressions as “being the slave of” 
one’s passions or "giving way” to jealousy, and the like. What, 
however, is not so clear here is whether it is really upon the question 
of freedom that the important element of truth undoubtedly con- 
tained by the second of these two \'iew's has the direct bearing that 
It is asserted to have. Clearly, the “freedom” which we are said to 
exhibit when we act rationally (or rightly) cannot be the “freedom" 
which we are said to exhibit in deading, as we undoubtedly some- 
times do. to act irrationally (or WTongly) Either there are two 
radically different types of freedom, or it is misleading or false to 
descnbe one or other of these characteristics as “freedom.” 

Let us examine this notion of “rational freedom” a little more 
closely Accordmg to it, whenever we act rationally w’e are free 
and more in proportion as we do so Or, to put it another w’ay, we 
are free when our will is determined by our reason This view appears 
m Kant in such a phrase as that “a free will and a will subject to 
moral laws are one and the same ”• But we must notice that it is 
not enough merely to say that rational freedom means that we are 
free when we act rationally, for it means more than that. It means 
that we are free only when we act rationally. It is this word "only” 
that deserves attention For in restncting, as it does, to the one 
side, It seems to destroy what is the very nerve of freedom To say 
that W’e are free only in doing actions of some one type is to say that 
we are in fact not free but fettered, at any rate in the sense of being 
free to choose and responsible for our choice No doubt it will be 
objected that in the Kantian notion of autonomy this "restnction” 
to the one (i e the rational) side is imposed by the will itself and does 
not therefore destroy the will’s freedom In w ilhng the rational or 
universal, it will be said, the will itself restricts its own sphere of 
actmty , and such a self-imposed restriction, so far from being the 
negation of freedom, is on the contrary the very’ essence of freedom 
and the S5'mbol of a free will To this point we shall return later. 
Here wc may answer that, while it is true that a rational action, as 
proceeding from a motive representmg our “higher” self, may 
plau«ibh be termed a “better” or a "higher” or a “morally more 
valuable" action, there seems no reason why it should necessarily 
be a "freer” action than one resulting from a lower motive To 
as<^crt that it is leads, as we pointed out above, to the view that we 
are only responsible for our rational (i e nght) actions 
‘ Met cf Mcrah. sect ui (Abbott, p 79) 
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The point 1 ^\'ish to emphasize here is this. We may if we like term 
this character of rationality "freedom.” But if the notion of freedom 
is to stand, as it surely must, in any intelligible relation to those of 
choice and responsibility, then it is amistake to think that" freedom” 
can ever mean anything but "freedom to” We must be held respom 
sible, if at all, equally for rational and for irrational, for wrong as 
for right, actions; and this we can only be if we are equally free io 
do either. Again, we may say, if we like, that the person uho con- 
sistently walls or chooses rational actions is more "free” than the 
person who consistently wills or chooses irrational or wTong actions 
and his actions more "free" than those of the other. But we must 
bear in mind, if ^Ye do so, that we are here introducing a second and 
totally difierent conception of freedom which is not that freedom 
required if we are to be held responsible for any and all of our 
actions. * 

I conclude, then, that of these three meanings of the term 
"freedom.” that which accurately represents what we mean when we 
connect the term with the notions of choice and responsibility is 
that of "neutral freedom.” If choice is not real, then responsibility 
cannot be real; and without the freedom io choose between this or 
that, choice cannot be real. We may thus define this freedom as 
"the pow’er of choice between two (or more) possible courses.” 

(5) In the above discussion of freedom we assumed that ive knew 
W’hat we meant by determinism, and understood it to mean a 
theory in general which denies our power of choice and so our 
accountability for what comes to be through us. We must now be 
rather more precise. The term may be and has been understood in 
at least two mam senses. It may mean what we may call "natur^^'V 
determinism, that is to say. the view that the will is determin«.-u 
‘externally” by "natural” forces, whether conceived as physical 
or as psychological, over whidi it has no control. This is perhaps 
the meaning normally assigned to the term W’hen it is con- 
trasted with freedom; but it is not the only possible meaning. The 
wail may also be conceived as determined "mtemally” by laws of 
its Own. We may distinguish the two cases in another way and say 
that in. both the vnil is contencved as " dtAenrnned.” but that, vfheceas 
in the former case it only "k determined," in the latter it also 
determines itself” and only "is determined” because it does so. 
Now the principles in terms of which the ivill can determine itself 

' It may be noted, as Sidgwick points out m the article above mentioned, 
ttot it IS the collision between thee tno conceptions of freedom, those of 
‘ neutrar' and of “rationaV’ treedojn, -which presents perhaps the greatest 
difficulty m Kant's doctrine of Iteedom. He is interested in establishing the 
reality of both conceptions, but ge n er a l principles will not, it seems, 
admit of it. 
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could Only be rational principles; so that it will not be inappropriate 
if we call this internal determination “rational” determination and 
contrast it uith the “external” or “natural” determination. 

In our discussion on freedom the pomt about which we unshed 
to become clear was the sense in which the term is to be under- 
stood if it is to be connected with responsibility. So here the impor- 
tant question will be the relation between determinism and responsi- 
bility. and whether either of the above meanings of the term 
determinism is more or less compatible or incompatible than the 
other with the notions of choice and responsibihty 

Let us first consider “natural” determinism Here what we call our 
“actions” are occurrences which we are instrumental in producing 
in the sense that we are impelled by this or that sensation or desire 
conceived as an externally stimulated force which is said to determine 
the will. Indeed the question seems here to be not so much whether 
the will is determmed as whether there is such a thing as will. 
Clearly, if ‘T” am thus regarded as passive in respect of these 
occurrences, which I fondly call my “actions,” brought about 
through me, then "I” cannot be said to will or choose them A 
“passive” will is something ver>' like a contradiction in terms, yet 
on this \’iew. if there is such a thing as a will, it could at the most 
be the passive spectator of a senes of faifs accomphs Such a deter- 
minism must annihilate choice and so responsibihty as finally and 
completely as could be desired 

But It is not dear that “rational” determinism is an> less incom- 
patible with choice of and responsibility for aU our “actions ” We 
have already anticipated this point in esamming the notion of 
“rational freedom.” Rational freedom is the freedom said to be 
e.xhfbited in acting rationally and only in so doing, and the con- 
clusion was suggested that this t)^^ of freedom cannot be that 
required if responsibility is to be real, since it restricts our choice 
to actions of one kind The difficulty is not removed bv the reply 
that this restriction itself results from the self-imposition of a law 
and that it is in this seH-imposition that the essence of freedom 
lies For no amount of this rational freedom said to be e.xhibited 
by the will in imposing a law on itself will account for that e.xhibited 
in choosing to disregard the law The question relevant here is is 
there in fact any distinction in this connection between “rational 
freedom” and “rational determinism"’ The freedom of rationality 
IS the freedom of obejing, or in obejung. a fmoral) law imposed by 
the will upon Itself But noi% the imposition of a law or pnnciple 
IS nothing but a determination, and if the law or principle is imposed 
by the will on itself, then this is self-determination I can see no 
difference in principle between rational freedom and rational self- 
determination; and Kant himself says that “a free will and a wall 
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subject to moral laws are one and the same.”* But if we were right 
in holding that rational freedom is incompatible with responsibility 
and if further, rational self-detOTnination is synonymous %rith it, 
then we must say that what we have called "rational determinism” 
does not admit of responsibility for all our actions, including our 
wrong actions. 

I wish here not to be misunderstood. I am not putting forward 
the view that self-determination as such is incompatible with 
responsibility. In fact, in order to escape from "natural” deter- 
mination, responsibility requires that self-detemunation in some 
sense should be real. Nor again do I wish to dispute the view that 
an action resulting from a rational motive is a morally more valuable 
action than one resulting from an irrational motive. IVhat I am 
contending is. (i) that the freedom necessarily presupposed by 
responsibility is not necessarily connected with rationality, and 
( 2 ) that I can no more be responsible for all my actions if 1 am capable 
of determining myself and my conduct in one w'ay only than I am 
if I am free only in doing one type of action. 

I conclude, then, that natur^ determinism and rational deter- 
minism are alike incompatible with that "freedom to” necessitated 
by responsibility, at first sight for different reasons, but ultimately 
for the same reason. The apparent difference arises from the fact 
that, w'hereas natural determinism removes all possibilities, rational 
determinism restricts to one. But ultimately, whether you say to a 
person "you are not free to do either X or Y,” or whether you say 
to him "you are only free when you do X,” you are in fact saying 
the same thing, namely, that in the sense of being free to choose a 
course for which he can then be held responsible, be is not free 
at all. 


H 

We can now pass to our proper subject of discussion. The central 
issue is, of course, between those who defend the reahty of responsi- 
bility and of the freedom presupposed by it and those who bold a 
view which, whether they admit it or not, excludes the reality of 
either. 

The first point perhaps to be noticed here is that the defenders 
of the reality of freedom have been in the great majority of cases 
ethical or religious thinkers and that the arguments which have 
been brought m its defence have been almost invariably based 
upon ethical considerations. Mr. Cairitt, for instance, ^v^ites that 
“freedom of choice seems demanded by morality and only by 
morality.”* Freedom, it has been hdd, must be a reality because 
‘ Met oj Morals, sect, in (Abbott, p. 79). 

» Theory of Morals, p xu. .. 
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otherwise we cannot be held responsible for our conduct, and all 
moral terms and distinctions, such as those between good and bad, 
praise and blame, lose their meaning. The saint is then a bom saint, 
and the gangster a bom gangster, and to praise one and condemn 
the other is as meaningless as it would be to praise a rainbow and 
condemn an earthquake. But in fact we do use these terms, u e do 
approve and condemn and people are educated and punished, and 
this cannot surely be completely without meaning. Again, if moral 
distinctions are meaningless, a theology founded upon them or in 
in any way presupposing their vahdity also becomes meaningless. 
Further, all such notions as sin and unu-orthiness, confession, 
contrition, and conversion, and justification in the sight of God 
become equally meaningless; for in the sight of God none will then 
be good or bad, but all will be equal And this again, it has been 
widely felt, would be intolerable 

Against the two assertions here implied (i) that if freedom is an 
illusion, then moral distinctions are illusory and moral judgments 
invalid, and (2) that ue do in fact make such judgments and employ 
such distinctions, the determmist would of course have nothing to 
say He would readily, or could be made to, assent to both But he 
would then go on to insist that moral distinctions and judgments, 
in so far as they mean to imply that things and persons could have 
been other than they are, are illusory He would no doubt be incon- 
sistent if he admitted the reality of moral distinctions while denying 
that of freedom of choice, but there is no inconsistency in rejecting 
both This seems to be the position taken up by the two great 
modem e.'Cponents of determinism, Hobbes and Spmoza The latter, 
for instance, holds that "men are deceived because they think 
themselves free, and the sole reason for their thinking so is that they 
are conscious of their own actions and ignorant of the causes by 
which those actions are detennined Their idea of liberty, therefore, 
IS this — that they know no cause for their own actions, for as to 
sajung that their actions depend upon their will, these are words to 
which no idea is attached Con-'istently with this new he insists 
further that terms such as. good and praise and blame must, 
if they are to represent anjdhmg m the nature of reality, be divorced 
from the "mor^’’ meanings which har-e become attached to them 
and which are simply the outcome of false and unreal standards 
of comparison set up by us m our partial and blurred condition of 
knowledge * Against sucli a position it useless to object that the 
denial of freedom renders moral distinctions unmeaning 

This, I wish to suggest, is the ' impasse” out of which there is no 
way so long as the problem at iSsue is treated exclusively as an ethical 

• F.l>ttc, Part 11. prop Schol 

• See espeaally Elhtc, Part I. Appendix, and Part IV, Preface 
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problem and defended by arguments drawn exclusively from the 
field of ethics. For the determinist can always reject the presupposi- 
tions upon which these are based. I do not deny that it would be in 
the field of ethics that a detenmnist account, if tenable, would 
score its most obvious successes. But I do deny that, if determinism 
is to be shown to be untenable, such an approach to it is adequate. 
The problem must be formulated in another way so as to admit of 
an attack from a different quarter from which escape is not so easy. 

Let us now turn for a moment to the philosophy of Kant. In 
Kant’s system and fundamental to it is the distinction between 
what he calls "theoretical reason" and "practical reason.” The 
former is the source of the principles of knowledge, of what is or 
may be . the latter is the source of the principles of conduct, of what 
ought to be, w’hether it actually is the case anywhere or not. This 
distinction in itself has relevance here. For, as we have pointed out, 
the arg^xmen,ts adduced in defence of freedom are for the most part 
based upon ’'practical” considerations, while the determinist relies 
upon a purely "theoretical” and speculative view of the nature of 
the universe as a whole which he then applies to discredit a certain 
alleged phenomenon within it, and no doubt such an attempted 
application of purely theoretical principles to a practical issue wuld 
be sufiiaent to condemn in Kant’s eyes any determinist theory as 
violating one of the central teachings of the Critical pMosophy. 
But there is a further point of greater importance and stricter rele- 
vance here. Kant did not merely speak of a "theoretical" and a 
"practical” reason separate as well as distinct from each other and, 
as it were, side by side He also taught that "practical" reason has 
a "primacy" over the "theoretical."* And it is upon this doctrine 
and its implications that I wish to dwell. For it leads to the thought, 
which it is the main purpose of this essay to emphasize: that it is a 
mistake to regard the "practical” as co-extensive mth the ' ethical, 
as has all too often been done, and that the "practical sphere 
contains m reality far more than what are commonly called"actions. 

It seems in fact that the problem of freedom must be approached 
at a deeper level and on a wider basis than is generally done. For 
clearly the activity of the wiU and of choice does not first arise in 
connection with what the ordinary man w'ould describe as "actions^ 
It is exceedingly difficult to know what constitutes such an "action ; 
that is to say, in one respect it is not perhaps difficult, for it is not 
hard to grasp, though it may not be easy to define, w'hat it is that 
distinguishes an "action” from an "event," But it is extraordinamy 
difficult to be sure at what pomt the activity of the self, or if w’e like, 
of the will, passes over from being not yet "action” (as commonly 

' See Critique of Practical Reason, Dialectic, chap u, sect, lii: Of tb® 
Primacy of Pure Practical KeasoQ in its union -with the Speculative Reaso 
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understood) into being such “action.” It is in fact so difficult that 
we may say that it is impossible; and we may even go further and 
assert that, so long as we are concerned with the ‘'acti\ity” of the 
will at all, it IS a meaningless undertaking For the will is preciselj’ 
that in us in respect of which we are “active,” and to be active 
means presumably to act. and to act is nothing if not to do “actions ” 
MTiat however is commonly understood bj' an “action” is the taking 
of such steps by the self as will bring about a change, great or small, 
in that total set of circumstances which we call the not-self or the 
“external world ” But these external \isible and tangible results are 
themselves willed only derivatively They are the external, matenal 
results of a decision to produce them, and it is this that is directly 
willed My concrete stealing of a watch out of someone else’s pocket, 
1 e the actual matenal transferring of the watch to my own pocket, 
may be considered as an action or set of actions of mine, and as 
such willed by me But it can only be so considered, and it occurred 
concretely at all only as a result of a decision of mine to steal it 
It IS of course true that I may will to steal a w atch and yet in the 
end be physically unable to do so, or be forcibly prevented from 
doing so, and thus a decision may fail to be foDowed by what the 
ordinarj’ man w ould call an “action ” But it is no less true and a great 
deal more important that I cannot actually steal the watch without 
having first having willed to do so In other word-., there may be an 
“act of will” with no resultmg “action”, but there can never be an 
“action” without an antecedent "act of will ” 

The point that emeses here is, 1 think clear Wlien Kant sa> s 
that "practical reason” has a primacy oxer '’theoretical reason,” 
he IS not uttenng some obscure and m\ vtical nddle He means that. 
so far from the “theoretical” and the ‘practical” being distinct and 
separate, theoretical actmtj itsell, qua “actmty." mxolves, as all 
genuine "actmty” must do, a ‘ practical” or actue element Indeed, 
It Is little short of a tautologx to sa\ that theoretical actixnty involves 
activntj' But that in us in respect of which we can be called active 
is nothing if not the wall, and thi' actrxatx of the will ib nothing if not 
its freedom Hence it is a great misrepresentation to speak as if the 
questtcns of the freedom of the hiU and of choice aro>e first in 
connection with what are commonly called "actions ” They do not 
They arise in connection with volitional actiMty as such, and this, 
as has been pointed out above, expresses itself in deci-ions and 
judgments before it issuer in “actions ' No deci'ion or judgment 
can be made u: lactio and about nothing determinate Mlien we 
deade or judge, we accept one course of action or one proposition 
in favour of and as again't another 

Let us now turn to consider the special beanng of this upon the 
case of the determinist It is surelj plain The dcterminist holds a 
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certain theory, speculative in nature, and based on certain meta- 
physical or scientific convictions about the nature of the world 
as a whole. Such a theory, just like every theory, consists of and can 
be expressed in a set of propositions or judgments. A theory, however, 
is not something which attadies itself accidentally to the holder of 
it. It is something in favour of which the holder of it, by maintaining 
it, actively pronounces as against other possible theories, on the 
ground that it approximates more nearly than they do to the truth 
about the world. To hold a theory is to decide in favour of its truth, 
to claim truth for it And we are accountable no less for that theory 
for the truth of which we have decided than we are for that action 
for which we claim rightness. 

It IS not open to the determinist to reply here, as he was no doubt 
entitled to do in the case of the supportmg arguments drawn from 
ethics, that his rejection of morhl distinctions discredits this 
responsibility too For it is not merely moral distinctions and 
moral responsibility that are at stake here. What the determinist 
has here to deny is responsibility tn general and as such, which will 
include that incurred by him m his maintaining the determinist 
theory And this denial will involve the further one, that it is possible 
to distinguish between what is true and what is false; for it is only 
because of a conviction that a certain theory is true that one decides 
in favour of it. The determinist is in fact here confronted with a 
dilemma Either he does accept the responsibility for his theory, 
or he does not. If he does accept it, then his acceptance invalidates 
his theory. If on the other hand he does not accept it, then he is 
not entitled to prefer and put forvrard his own theory as claiming 
truth any more than any other, and should strictly keep silence. 
For then all theories, bis own no less or more than any other, 
are mere mechanical processions of mental events, and as such 
all no doubt equally . actual, but also all equally valuable and 
valueless. 

This seems to be the point that should be stressed. If the deter- 
mirnst insists that arguments based upon moral responsibility and 
upon moral distinctions are all equally invahd for the purpose of 
establishing the reahty of freedom, we may disagree with him, 
but we cannot accuse him of inconsistency. If however he goes 
further and asserts that respcaisibility in the wider sense of accounta- 
bility for any decision made is an illusion, he becomes involved in 
contradiction. He fails to see that the problem of freedom does 
not possess an exclusive relevance for ethics. As arismg first with 
the activity involved in all decision and judgment, it is an inevitable 
presupposition of theoretical activity also. 

We here reach a point whose further development and discussion 
would take us too far into the realm of metaphysics and away from 
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our present subject.' It remains now briefly to recapitulate the main 
points uhich I have been trjdng to emphasue and which, it seems 
to me, should be taken into consideration if we uish to avoid an 
undue and misleading narrowness in approaching this \\ hole problem. 

(1) The freedom \\hich I have been discussing is the freedom 
vhich is the condition of choice and the presupposition of responsi- 
bility, and the only meaning ^\hlch I can attribute to the term so 
understood is that of "freedom to.” By determinism I understand 
any theory which, whether by the suppression of all possibilities 
or (as m the case of the "freedom’' of rational determinism) by the 
suppression of all but one, renders this freedom impossible. 

(2) It has too often been attempted to defend the reality of such 
freedom by arguments drawn exclusively from ethical considera- 
tions. Such attempts are bound to fad because determinism can, 
quite consistently, reject the assumptions upon which these argu- 
ments are based. 

(3) The reality of this freedom and of responsibility must rather 
be defended against determinism by showing (ti) that otheririse 
the determinist wall have to maintain that responsibility as such is 
not real, and (6) that in maintaining the \aew that it is not real he 
refutes that view. 

There are one or two final remarks which I may add It is perhaps 
possible to anticipate at any rate some of the objections which may 
be raised against the position here outlined It will be said (i) that 
though I may perhaps have made it clear that "freedom in" is 
not sufficient to secure responsibility, >et 1 have not established the 
reality of that "freedom to” which I e\idently desire to do, (2) that 
in dissociating freedom from rationality I have m fact destroyed 
the possibility of self-determination altogether I should like to add 
a few words by way of repl> to these points (i) To this I would say 
that it has not here been my purpose to develop a detailed and 
e.xhaustive argument in defence of the general thesis that ''freedom" 
can strictly never mean am’thing but "freedom to " I have only 
been concerned to show (a) that it is ‘ freedom to” which is essential 
to responsibility, and lb) to suggest what is to my mind a more 
adequate defence than that usualR put foniard of its reality as 
against detenmnism (2) I have nexer denied, but rather admitted, 
that self-determination must in "ome sense be real if ’ natural 
determination" is to be avoided Nor have I denied that the deter- 
mining principles which produce right or good actions are, even 
must be, rational pnnciples Wbat I have denied is that, if we are 
to be held responsible for our wrong as well as for our right actions, 
the freedom necessanlj presuppo*^ by such rcspon<ibihtj can be 
identified with or set in an\ nece«^<ir\ connection with rationality 
■ See H Rickcrt S^slem der Pkil s'f'kie. Part I. chap v, sect 6 
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WILL AND ACTION IN ETHICS (I) > 

Professor J. L STOCKS 

I 

Ethics or Moral Philosophy investigates the application ol the 
terms good and bad. We constantly use these predicates, and Ethics 
is an inquiry into our use of them. But this pair of terms is used 
over a very wnde field and no one inquiry could cover it all. A ship 
or a tea or a house may be called good; and the investigation of 
such judgments would require a knowledge of ships, teas, or houses. 
Moral philosophy does not pretend to cover the whole field or to 
investigate every use of the terms: it is concerned only 'vith the 
moral use. or more explicitly with the use of the terms in reference 
to human conduct And even this limitation may not be sufficient. 
Anything sought or desired by man may be said to be thought good 
in the moment in which it is sought or desired: we talk sometimes 
of a good stroke of business' we also speak of good actions, good 
characters, good men. AU these three uses have reference to human 
conduct ; but it may be doubted whether the meaning of good is not 
different in each use But there is no doubt that the last is the use 
wth which moral philosophy is chiefly concerned and from which 
the mquiry must start 

There are two obvious questions which may be asked concerning 
any predicates, and therefore concerning the predicates good and 

(1) ^Vhat do the terms themselves mean? 

(2) To what subjects are they properly applied? i.e. what is the 
proper subject of the predicate in question? 

The first of these questions would naturally be interpreted as a 
request ^r a definition. But it is an obvious fact that not all terms 
are capable of definition. There must be a stopping place somewhere 
to the process of explaining one term by another. We must be 
omught in the end to simple unanalysable notions in regard to 
vhich the method of definition breaks down. Now philosophy is 
concerned with these ultimate notions, and therefore definition is of . 
httle use to it. We should not be surprised to find that "good,''’ like 
being, beauty,” or ‘’truth," is a simple indefinable notion, not 

®®say, begun by the late Professor Stocks some time before his 
su en death, was never finished. The fragment was apparently the beginning 
of a book on ethics. vt- •/ 
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capable of derivation from any more comprehensive notion It is 
often questioned whether the method of definition has any great value 
in other spheres, hut in philosophy certainly it has very little A 
definition of good (m any ser^) is therefore not our aim. 

But there are ways of deepening and "precismg’ ’ our understanding 
of a term even though it is incapable of definition We have, of 
course, to assume that the term is in use and is understood alreadv. 
But on that assumption it is still possible and mav be profitable to 
ask the second question mentioned above — what U its proper 
apphcation^ This question u, not meant to imply that the customary 
apphcation is wrong — or it would leem to contradict the above 
assumption It is in fact nece^sarv' to a^^ume that in the mam it is 
nght If the upshot of the philoiophical mquuy were to be expressed 
in such statements as "This which \ou call good is bad.” “That 
which you call bad is good,” phdosophv would simply be gi%nng a 
nval answer to a question asked and answered well or ill in ordinarv 
life in the course of ordinary' practical reflection But though practici 
men are by fits and starts philosophers m some degree, plulosophv 
would have no claim to a special place in the w orld of mmd unless 
It had a question of u» own to which it de«ired an answer In the 
«phere of ethics I say that the philo?ophical question is the one 
formulated above in the word? ‘What u the proper subject of the 
predicates good and bad'” 

To ask such a question is necessanlx to embark on a fri/jcisn 
though not (except incidentallv and bv accident) upon a correction 
of current applications of the term' The terms of course are u^ed 
erroneouslv The same thing is called b\ one man good and by 
another bad. and each man thinks him'clf nght and the other wrong 
they do not think that both mav be nght Hence there is actual 
error m regard to these terms But even if all U'e< of the terms were 
correct and there were no such errors the philo'Ophic cntici-m of 
the terms would still be useful and axailable It would take the 
common attnbutions as data from which to 'tart and would sift 
and test them in the '•en'e that it would attempt to under'tand 
them better It could not tind term' 'impler than good and bad for 
the predicates, but it could attempt to discoxer the general and 
e'sential nature of the subject' to whith the predicates were applied. 
E%eiy such attribution t' particular (that action was a good one) 
or at mo't general ('tealing i' bad) it mi^ht 'cek for a univer-sal and 
in finding it would arnNe at a clear di'Cnmination of the C"eniial 
and the accidental in the ihmc' called cood and bad It is clear 
that the more adequate and con'i'tent the cu«tomarv attribution' 
are the more chance is there that the philosophic question wall imd 
an answer, while on the other hand if the ordinar\- uses arc utterh 
haphazard and confu'Cd the search for an answer to the philo'Ophic 
T 
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question is a search for a will-o -the-\visp. In this sense moral philo- 
sophy presupposes the substantial rightness of the customary uses 
of the terms good and bad. But however right ordinary speech is, 
the phEosophic question must humanly remain a separate question 
which requires a separate answer. Human intelligence does not find 
universals without taking the trouble to look for them, and it is 
only so far as the ordinary man, not conscious of being a philosopher, 
seeks and formulates some kind of universal by the way that he is 
a philosopher. 

The discrimination of the essential and accidental and the effort 
to find a universal is usually r^arded as a W’ork of abstraction. 
Taken literally that implies that the universal is a part of the par- 
ticular, a part common to all the particulars which fall under the 
one universal, and the universal can therefore be formed by removing 
in thought the other parts of the particular wholes. This gives a 
simple recipe for finding the universal. Take a number of particulars 
which are suspected to belong together' analyse their constituents 
and discover which are constant and which vary from particular to 
particular the sum of those which are constant will be the univers^, 
i e the universal is the h c f of the particulars. This is highly mis- 
leading. Any part of a particular is particular and not universal. 
The universal is not in that sense in the particulars at all. If the 
question is asked whether the universal is inside or outside the 
particulars it is safer to answer outside than inside. For by particular 
is meant not the thing, but the thing as grasped by perceptual 
thought, and perceptual thought does not grasp the universal. This 
shows that it is wrong to think of a universal as a common element 
in all the many particulars No part of a particular is universale the 
universal is therefore not a part of the particular. 

Yet the universal is to be found by abstraction and philosophy 
is generally described as abstract thought. It is abstract from the 
point of vieiv of common sense and ordinary experience in which 
we are all at home the epithet is earned by the fact that the effort 
of the philosopher is to remove himself from that point of view and 
in that experience his results have no currency. "Abstract is a 
negative description of philosophy, implying that much is left behind 
when thought passes to what is not perceived or experienced. "Ihe 
word contains a suggestion of depreciation: the abstract is thin, cold 
unreal, what is, is concrete But the philosopher is sure that his is 
the real world, and sometimes stigmatizes the w’orld of perception 
as abstract and comparatively unreal. \Vhich then is the real or 
concrete goodness — the goodness you experience in a friend or t e 
universal which phUosophy reveals? The question need not be 
answered It is enough to see that philosophy in seeking the universa 
is seeking something wbidi perception does not find and the per- 
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ceived does not contain, and that nevertheless it finds its data in 
the world of perception and is somehow rele\'ant to it. 

Philosophy, then, seeks a better understanding of the terms good 
and bad, not by attempting to define those terms, but bv seeking 
for the universal nature of that of which thet' are properly predicated 
If its procedure is abstract, that word must be taken as onlv a 
pro\*isional description, not as committing us to any ^■iew of the 
relative adequacy and inadequacy’ of philosophy and common sense 
or of the relative reahtv and unreality of their objects 

11 

\Miat is the proper subject of the predicate good’ One and one 
only said the Stoics, and Kant followmg them — \'u. the good will 
The human will, when good, u not the best of raanv good thmg- 
it Is the only good thmg. The will L good or bad all other things, 
without exception, fail to exhibit this distmction — are aSio-iopa 
{“mdiflerent”) 

“Good.” says Zeno.' “are wisdom, temperance jU'tice courage, 
and everything which u. or partakes of virtue Bad are un- 
wisdom, profligacy, injustice, cowardice, and everything which 
is or partakes of vice Indifierent are bfe and death repute and 
disrepute, pam and pleasure, nches and povenv -ickne"- and 
health, and the like ” 

That IS, in the sense in vchich virtue u good and vice bad nothmg else 
is either good or bad. Virtue must be considered an attnbute of will, 
and all Greek philosophers regard wndom vame with quahncations. 
some without) as an attnbute of will and hence deserving the name 
virtue. The Greeks not having in their vocabulary a word precisely 
correspondmg to our ' vviU ’ use as a rule the notion of action m'tead 
Zeno’s doctrme coniines the application of good and bad to action 
The opening paragraph of Kant - FurJamer.ijI Pnr.cip!et cf tht 
Mfijph\sic of .Vorjfs puts the matter rather chnerently He makes 
(hstinctions which the Stoics did not make but on the main point 
his vnew is the Stoic vnew 

“Nothing can po^-iblv be conceived in the world or even out 
of it, which can be called good vmhoui quahncation except a 
good will” 

He goes on to mention certain thmgs vihich are called and are in 
a sense good, but are not good in thi- unqualmed sense 

(I) “Talents of the mind -uch as intelli::encc wnt judgment 
■ Cl Ritter ar.d lYel’cr //•«'»« Crj/.je. 516 
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(cf. "wisdom,” above). “These gifts of nature,” he says, "may also 
become extremely bad and mischievous if the vdll which is to 
make use of them, and which therefore constitutes what is called 
character, is not good " 

(2) "Gifts of fortune" such as pow'er, riches, honour, health, 
happiness It is the same with these. They "inspire pride and often 
presumption if there is not a good wall to correct the influence of 
these upon the mind, and with this also to rectify the tvhole 
principle of acting and adapt it to its end.” 

The goodness of which these two classes of things used by the 
wrh are capable utility or usefulness, and in certain cases, when 
misused, they become unuseful or mischievous. WTiat is uncondi- 
tionally good cannot become bad 

"Thus.” he says, "a good will appears to constitute the 
mdispensable condition even of being worthy of happiness.” 

He goes on to a third class of conditional goods: 

(3) Qualities serviceable to the good will itself, facilitating its 
action, yet having no intrinsic unconditional value. They are said 
alv.ays to presuppose a good utH The instances given are modera- 
tion in the affections and passions, self<ontrol. and calm delibera- 
tion. These, he says, "are not only good in many respects, but 
even seem to constitute part of the intrinsic worth of the person." 
They are not, however, unconditionally good, "though they have 
been so unconditionally praised by the ancients. For without the 
principles of a good will, they may become extremely bad; and 
the coolness of a villain not only makes him far more dangerous, 
but also directly makes him more abominable in our eyes than he 
would have been ivithout it.” 

This third class of conditional goods raises problems which we 
shall have to deal ivith later Kant's words about "the ancients" 
show that he intends here to criticize the Greek identification of 
the moral good with virtue A prima facie contradiction may be 
noticed in his statement If these qualities always presuppose a good 
will, how can they be compatible with a bad will? If they really 
constitute even in part the intiinac ^vo^th of the person, how can 
their presence in the bad man make him worse? We may also observe 
that Kant identifies will with character, and that virtue is commonly 
regarded as pertaining to character. It is difficult to think of character 
or action except as marked by whatever of temperance, moderation, 
calm judgment, and self-control a man may possess It therefore 
seems paradoxical to say that will is good or bad unconditionally, 
while these qualities are not. To these problems we must return. 
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they are only mentioned here to show the divergence of the t\%o 
\’iews, which are nevertheless at bottom one and the same 

Essentially the two views are the same, since both assert that the 
moral good differs not in degree but in kind from other so-called 
goods These other things have no nght to the name good at all, 
says the Stoic Kant sa^’s they may have it if some condition or 
qualification is attached to the term good That condition is the 
presence in the man who has or uses them of a good uili Both views 
deny that the moral good is the best of good things each says instead 
that it IS the only good Both \news find this good in good conduct, 
but while one describes the source or prmciple of such conduct as 
virtue the other finds it in wall 

A thing which is conditionally good fails to be good whenever the 
condition in question is not satisfied The same thing therefore may 
be at one time and under one set of circumstances good and at another 
time and in other circumstances bad, if the good and bad are condi- 
tional (So Kant argues from the fact that certain good things are 
also bad that they are only conditionally good ) The unconditional 
good, on the other hand, is always good It may be unprohtable to 
Itself or to others, but it is always good Now there are some philoso- 
phies which make moral good, goodness of character or conduct, a 
conditional good Good character or conduct, for example, may be 
said to be that character or conduct which profits its owner or winch 
bnngs him happiness— or which profits the community and brmgs 
it happiness The conduct is valuable for a result which it brings 
It is hard to show that good conduct always is profitable (in either 
sense) or that profitable conduct is alwa>*s good— i e the current 
applications of good and bad to conduct do not lend themselves 
easily to this interpretation And such a theory reallv depnves the 
moral good of all meaning Good is said to mean useful, and the 
word useful refers us to that by which the thing i-. U'ed and the 
purpose for which it is used But a man cannot be -.aid to u«e his 
wall, for to use is to wall Therefore the good will cannot be useful 
to the agent Anyhow the notion of profit or utility dn%es Ua away 
from conduct to something else for which conduct is profitable, and 
we should have to study that and determine its nature before we 
could discover what conduct i> good and what bad 

Plato makes a triple clabSification of good^ (i) Things good m 
themselves, (2) things good for their results. (3) things good for both 
reasons, and hopes to show tliat virtue or )ustice falK in the 
third class But when men tr>’ to prove that goodnc's ha^ good 
results, they usually beg the question They «^how not that the 
conduct which we recognize as good is alwa>b good in its results 
but that being good U is by that alone proved umtIuI (example, etc ). 
But the utility of goodness is one thing and goodness of utility 
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another. Conduct is, in fact, ndther good because it is useful nor 
useful because it is good. Goodness is one thing and utility another, 
and we must be content to have the two ideas separate. It is best 
to content yourself \vith the class of things good in themselves, and 
avoid special pleading to show that honesty is the best policy. 

Anyhow, the view which we have adopted from Kant and the 
Stoics is the diametrical opposite of any view which attempts to 
derive goodness from utility. The will is good and it alone is good: 
it is good in itself, as a picture is beautiful in itself, and not because 
it lends itself to any purpose or end of its o^vn or any other being’s 
creation We have now to consider what the good %viU is and what 
are the conditions of its realization 

III 

In Order to understand more clearly the meaning of the assertion 
that the will alone is good, let us consider some common applications 
of the word good A «ia» is good, a character is good, an action is 
good But since a man’s goodness and goodness of character is shoum 
in action, let us take the last assertion for our starting-point. The 
assertion that an action is good depends upon a conjectural account 
of the psychology of the agent, i e as we usually say, of the motive 
of the act, and is reducible to the assertion that the ^vill embodied 
m the act is good. One man saves another from death by droivning 
or by other men's violence Such an act would be presumably called 
good. But if it were discovered in some way that the man saved ws 
the debtor of his saviour, and that the saviour’s only motive was 
the wish to recover a debt which he could not recover in the event 
of death, the epithet good would be withdrawn. If again it were 
discovered that the man saved was the enemy of his saviour and 
that the saviour had worse things than death in store for him, 
perhaps the epithet bad would be substituted for that of good. This 
shows that if action is taken to stand only for the more external side 
of the transaction — for what is roughly ivithin the reach of observa- 
tion-actions are neither good nor bad. In the sense in which it is 
the subject of these predicates action is an activity of the spirit. 
What is called the motive of the action is either an intrinsic part of 
the action in this sense or the action itself. It cannot be separated 
from it. Common language calls actions good and also says that the 
goodness of an action depends upon its motive: from these t\yo 
statements we can only conclude that the motive is an element in 
action, when action is made the subject of moral approbation and 
disapprobation 

^Vhen we talk of the results of an acUon, on the other hand, we 
use [or may use) action in a far more external way. For the most 
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part it is true that the results are the same whatever the spirit in 
which, or the motive with which, the act is done. WTien the bullet 
is once sljot, the results are beyond the agent’s control The act is 
done, its results may be startling and unexpected; anyhow, the 
agent’s intention in shooting \vill not affect them for good or evil. 
In this double use of the word action we have the seed of an 
ambiguity which has given birth to some fallacious arguments. The 
word must be used cautiously, always remembering that action 
sometimes includes and sometimes excludes motive: it includes 
motive when it is the subject of moral predicates and excludes it 
when considered in the light of its consequences and results. 

The contention of those who say that the will and it alone is good 
and bad is that what is really meant when an action is called good 
is that an agent’s \vill expressed m action is seen to be good We 
have seen that the term "action” is not unambiguous, and that its 
precise relation to "motive” is obscure WTiat precisely motive is 
and how it can be discovered we shall have to discuss later but if 
we put will instead of action, we shall get nd of all ambiguity for 
the moment \Vhat, then, is wilP All action is an expression of will, 
and all iviU expresses itself in action The will is the man qua active 
Or agent To act or do is to make some alteration m an existing 
situation In order to know what the agent’s will was. what you have 
to know is (i) the situation before action, (a) the situation after 
action, (3) what the situation before action appeared to him to be. 
Given complete information on these three pomts {which is difficult 
if not impossible to get), you have complete data upon which to 
judge the moral value of the action, you know what the agent’s 
wall was 

It may be objected to the above statement that there i-. will not 
expressed in deed and that there is wiU faultily expressed m deed 
Beside the agent’s knowledge of existii^ fact and the actual changes 
effected by his agency, there is, the cntic w’ould say, his wall — a 
third thing, not to be mferred from the other two It may be that 
It is the wall, conjecturally estimated, which is judged good and bad 
but we cannot discover what that will %vas from what was effected 
or what w’as known by the agent, either or both together. A man 
may have the best will m the world to help and yet find no occasion 
for helping, and no opportunity for expressing that will in any w’ay 
whatever. Or instead of helpmg he may, in the very attempt to help, 
hinder. So that the ivill may be either totally unexpressed m deed 
or totally misrepresented by the deed 

If this criticism were sound, we might ask how will is ever known 
at all, how we are ever able to pass a moral judgment at aU On any 
theory, however, it is pretty certain that we are very seldom justified 
fully by the evidence in our moral praise and blame. And the cntic 
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would reply that in the whole and in the long run the will generally 
fulfils itself in deed — so that if we wait a little, withholding judg- 
ment, we shall discover the truth. That reply gives little handle to 
criticism. 

The true answer to the critidsm is one which we can all verify in 
our o^vn experience — ^dz. that no man knows what his outi will is 
except from his own acts, and that in inferring his neighbour's will 
from his neighbour’s acts he is doii^ precisely what he does in his 
own case A man may have a conviction, which seems like certainty, 
that in a given situation he will act in a certain way and every 
“mtention” of so acting, yet when the time comes he may act in 
precisely the opposite way. The wiU is not, as we sometimes fancy, 
made up m advance : it is up to date and no more, and re-adapts 
itself to each fresh element m the situation as it appears. It is only 
so far as the situation is (or is thought to be) made up beforehand 
that the will can be made up beforehand, and the act, as it were, 
done m advance. The difficulty in inferring another man's will from 
the efiects he is seen to produce is not due to the obscurity of his 
wiE — for one’s own will is equally obscure and unpredictable — but 
rather to the difficulty of discovering precisely what he knew. 

By a true instmct the criminal lawyers have evolved a principle 
that the only thmg which excuses a man from the penalty of the 
law is ignorance of the circumstances — one circumstance only 
excepted— viz. the terms of the law itself. (The exception is neces- 
sary because the act is made punishable at law because it is thought 
had; it is not bad because it is punishable at law. We are, of course, 
only dealing with punishable acts which are also morally condemned ) 
Thus, if the plea of good mtentions is to hold good in the criminal 
courts, it must be reduced to the form of a plea of ignorance of 
some relevant circumstance or circumstances. Now I believe it to 
be a fact that “good intentions,” when it would be upheld as a valid 
excuse by a moral judge, can always be reduced to ignorance of this 
Idnd. A wife poisons her sick husband. How does she prove her good 
intentions’ By proving that for some reason she was ignorant of 
the character of the drug she gave, so that she could reasonably 
expect to assist the cure ly the action which, in fact, hastened 
death. If it could be proved against her that she was blinded by no 
such ignorance, her plea of good intentions automatically collapses. 
Thus if we hear of a wall not fulfilled in deed or falsified in the deed 
and %vish for more precise information, we should expect to get it 
in the form of an account of some ignorance or of judgment relevant 
to the matter in question. 

But, you may say, there is another possibility, lack of opportunity. 
This is not a real possibihty unless the will can be made up before- 
hand. The only real opportunity is in present circumstances, and 
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such opportiinitjes the will takes according to its lights from moment 
to moment throughout hfe A plan de\'ised beforehand and not 
relevant to opportunity in this sense is a mere day-dream and has 
no part in will at all I may wish to be a member of Parliament, 
but that wish is only part of my will so far as it is already mfluencing 
my action, and it can influence my action only when it is in my 
power to take steps which will bring the achievement of my ambition 
— in some degree, however small — nearer We do not irill what is 
impossible, and lack of opportnmty means in the end impossibihty. 
The unrealized will is a day-dream of di»appomtment — a theoiy’ of 
what we should have willed if arcumstances had been different. 
Such dreams are more and less sobd' such theones contam more 
and less of truth anyway, there is no way of testmg them. They 
are mere theory, and hardly more bkely to be well-founded when 
they concern oneself than when they concern somebody else. 

The objection, then, may be ruled out The will never expressed 
in deed is a dream, and the will faultily expressed is a fact mis- 
stated The will always expresses itself, but sometimes through 
ignorance it alters events tn a fashion which it regrets As we are 
alW'ays insufficiently mfonned as to the circumstances in which we 
act— <veiy action being therefore to some extent a leap in the dairk 
—there is plenty of room for excuse and much need of chanty of 
judgment here. ‘‘They know not what they do ” It is the only excuse 
for failure, and it os the best rebuke to the pnde of success 

IV 

It is impUed m what has been said that the will cannot be put 
into words When it has come into existence (i e after action) it can 
be descnbed, hke anv other mdividual thmg, but hke other indi- 
xiduals never completely or exhaustively Before it exists, too, it 
can be predicted but only with the msecunty that ckags to all 
predictions even when the prophet is he who knows the possibihties 
most fully, VIZ the agent himself It is important to remember that 
aw a&secticjTL about a man’s will very often a prediction, ie. a 
guess’ a statement of what he will or would do under certain con- 
ditions When will is used m the present with reference to future 
contingencies (e g will to help) or with reference to a man’s state 
just before action, we are apt to think of the wiH as a simple proposi 
tioo or proposal adopted by him but m so thinking we delude 
ourselves VTiat happens is that a man, contmually exercismg his 
senses and his intelligence upon his surroundings, reacts contmually 
to the information which senses and mtelligence provide, and his 
reaction is that positive interference with circumstances which we 
call action The simplest actions are called by psychologists reactions 
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or reflexes — e.g. the shutting of the eye when some visible object, 
say a fly, moves straight upon it— but they are actions, only actions 
of a simple and inferior type. They are in principle the same as 
actions of the most developed strat^y. They may be called simple 
and inferior because the element in experience to which they respond 
is simple and inferior in importance. Tire power of the developed 
will is largely that of withholding response to the superficial features 
of a revealed situation and responding instead to its deeper and 
more permanent features. The soldier withholds response to the 
wiiistle of a bullet by the simple and obvious device of running away, 
and builds himself bullet-proof fortifications. So as W’e gain experience 
of life we learn to disregard little annoyances and disappointments, 
and to deal instead with the more permanent current of events. 

Will, then, is a response to an apprehended situation. We respond 
inevitably to the whole of what we apprehend. If we have little 
intelligence and rely chiefly on our senses, like children, what we 
apprehend is varied, rapidly changing, somewhat fragmentary: the 
natural consequence is that the actions of children are vivid, change- 
able, and disjointed As the intelligence becomes more and more 
competent to see through the kaleidoscope of sense to the relatively 
slow-moNang strata of experience, action naturally and inevitably 
becomes more sedate, more precise, methodical and consecutive. 
It is not unnatural that men who believe that beliind the puzzling 
variety of sense experience is an eternal unchanging reality have 
been tempted to believe that if men’s minds could only reach to 
that and concentrate their thoughts upon it. their walls, without 
losing touch with the actual or relevance to its demands, might 
acquire a like constancy and immutability — so that their action, 
w'hile preser%’ing hke the world an appearance of change and variety, 
might express a will which was always the same. Such a knowledge 
would be hke the sight of the Pole-star which, being alone unmoved 
relatively to the earth, is a safe guide to the w’ay over the earth. 
Without either adopting or cnticizing such a theory, we may take 
it as an expression of the inevitable and easily verified relation of 
thought in all its varieties to action. The function of sense and 
thought is not (primarily, at any rate) to forecast the unknown 
future or resuscitate the dead past, it is to give us information as 
to the actual present situation in -which we find ourselves, and upon 
that information w’e act. The philosophers who believe, like Plato, 
in the knowledge of the eternal as the only safe guide in life do not 
promise us that we shall be able to deduce from such a knowledge 
by any intellectual process a sovereign plan for unravelling all 
practical difficulties or that -we shall be able in -virtue of that know- 
ledge to predict the future. The world, they say, is eternal; we sh:dl 
know the w’orld; and to that knowledge ovir action will be ine-vitably 
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responsive. Our will also will be in a sense not temporal but eternal, 
by the same law which governs the simplest sense-reflexes of a child 
or an animal. 

Will, then, is a reaction to a situation as apprehended, and conse- 
quently power to apprehend what is, is of the greatest moment to 
it In such a reaction let us consider what place should be allotted 
to the notion of motive, a notion on which our moral judgments 
are often said to turn Motives may be said in general to be named 
after a result which an action is intended to produce ("Intended” 
is perhaps obscure since intention has not yet been discussed ) The 
reference to a result is sometimes direct, as when we say "his motive 
\vas the desire to help a friend,” sometimes indirect, as W’hen we 
talk of motives of economy, avarice, etc In these last t\vo cases the 
sparing and hoarding of money are easily specified as the “ends” 
or results-to-be-produced in question ^metunes, e g. when we 
speak of motives of affection or resentment, the reference is as much 
backward into the past as forward into the future Generally any 
desire, affection, emotion, or propensity may be alleged as motive; 
and it is fairly obidous that the desire or emotion specified is intended 
to account for and corresponds to the direction or tendency of the 
action, i e of the intended interference with circumstances Some- 
times quite nakedly as in the first case ("desire to help”) the attribu- 
tion of a motive consists simply in alleging m the agent a more or 
less constant tendency to move m the general direction instanced 
in the act But in the end this is always the meaning of motives 
They are something m the man rather more permanent than the 
individual will and on the other hand rather less permanent than 
the individual character which finds expression at a particular 
moment in a particular action 

Now if wall is a man’s power to react to circumstances by altering 
them and motive is a disposition to alter them in a certain direction, 
motive IS wall and will is motive The only difficulty in such an 
identification is that the wall has hitherto been considered as an 
individual manifestation in a single act while the motive appears to 
be something more general — so we might regard the %vill as the 
motive individuahied in the particular situation and the motive as 
the wall generalized into a constant tendency But consider the facts 
rather more closely. ^Vhat do we mean by the "direction” of an 
action? All actions are necessarily selective, one thmg only can be 
done at a time always certam elements m the complex whole which 
we call the situation are altered m preference to others equally 
alterable. Such dispositions or desires as have been mentioned 
would betray themselves in this busmess of seleclion In virtue of 
avance. e g a man would be ready to alter any circumstance which 
obstructed access to money and rductant to alter any circumstance 
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which served as a protection to his hoarded wealth. Similarly in 
virtue of cowardice a man would be reluctant to alter any fact 
which safeguarded his person and ready to alter any that endangered 
it. But antecedent to selection is the observation which discovers 
what the situation is, and in regard to observation also the dispositions 
and desires would play their part. An avaricious man would perceive 
quickly any factor advantageous or disadvantageous to his special 
interest of hoarding and a coward would notice immediately the 
factors which made for and against safety. In the same way a 
selfish man shows his selfishness not merely in not acting so as to 
help others, but also constantly in not observing the effects which 
his action has upon the interests of his associates, he tends to ignore 
that element m the situation altogether and to see only what directly 
concerns himself. 

Now the field of will is necessarily limited by the field of observa- 
tion Much of what is observed is in a greater or less degree irrelevant 
to the response in action, but it is quite certain that will or action 
cannot be a response ieven if it is accidentally idevant) to what is 
not observed (Accidental relevance is what we call a fluke.) The 
relation of observation to wUl is compbcated by the fact above 
noticed that wUl (in the form of desire) to some extent determines 
our selective observation but, confining our-selves for the moment 
to the single act, we may say that the limits of observation determine 
the limits within which will operates. A statesmanlike view of things 
IS a necessary precondition of statesmanlike action, and narrow or 
one-sided observation creates a like character in a man’s conduct. 

It follows from all this that when we attribute a motive to action 
we implicitly assert an unvenfiable hypothesis that a certain factor 
in the situation was especially prominent in the eye of the agent 
taking stock of his position before action, and that, of the multitude 
of consequences that any alteration has, one set of consequences 
was specially in his mind The hypothesis is clearly unvenfiable 
because we cannot get inside his mind and see what he saw, and even 
if we saw what he saw we should still have doubts because of the 
multitude of irrelevant detail which must cloud even the narrowest 
and most specialized observation If a man acts so as at the same 
time to benefit both himself and a friend, who shall say that the 
one or the other consequence preponderated? There is no reason 
why he should know himself ; but, of course, he may know since the 
one profit or the other may have been entirely unforeseen or even 
the opposite of what he expected The important thing is that the 
attribution of motive seems to involve, at least in the instances 
given, the theory of a one-adedness in the judgment of the agent 
and consequently in his action; and, since such a limitation seems 
to be a defect in practical wisdom, it looks as if the good will would 
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be altogether free from motive in this sense-^ood action would be 
unmotived action 

In short, motive is a desire which limits ob5er\-ation and through 
obscrv'ation limits action But such limitation cannot be a good 
thmg Therefore the good will must be free from such desires This 
argument is probably sound m the main, but it will perhaps need 
some quahfication before it can be finally accepted (But there may 
be good or useful prejudices as well as bad. and to be without 
prejudices (m this sensei means that you are ove^^vhelmed bv the 
press of detail. Selection, however riskt*, is a practical necessity)' 

■ This seatence appears as a peacilled pareathesis at tte bottoai of the 
manuscript page 

(To be 
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THE ALLEGED FASCISM OF PLATO 

H B ACTON. M A , D Phil. 

I 

In Germany the claim is sometimes made that National Socialism 
incorporates the best of Plato's political theory. In this country, too. 
Bertrand Russell and Mr. R. H Crossman have emphasized, but with 
a different intention, the fascist elements in Plato's thought. It has 
to be admitted that whereas it would be merely laughable to claim 
that Jesus or Kant were exponents of the fascist philosophy, there 
is no such glaring incongruity with regard to Plato. It may be of 
some interest, therefore, to examine anew the alleged likeness be- 
tween the basic principles of fascism and the thought of Plato. No 
one w’ould deny a strong likeness between some details of Plato’s 
teachmg and some details of fascism The question is whether these 
likenesses are mainly accidental, or are due to some deep-seated 
sunilarity of outlook In order to make tUs comparison, a fairly full 
account of fascist philosophy is needed. For since the word “fascism" 
is now highly charged with emotion, it tends to be used as an epithet 
of praise or disfavour rather than as a precise designation. Because 
not all fascist systems are m complete agreement, my account of 
fascism will be composite. 

Perhaps the most fundamental characteristic of fascism is its 
“revolt against reason.” Fascists themselves, in so far as they are 
aware of their intellectual position, would admit their opposition to 
“rationahsm ” This is a point of view which it is important to under- 
stand The eighteenth century saw the spread of a movement of 
thought which is known as “the Enlightenment." According to the 
thinkers of this movement, there were certain ends which it was 
rational for men to pursue, and which men would pursue if they 
were not distracted by prejudice or blinded by ignorance. These 
ends were basically only one end, variously designated happiness or 
pleasure It was held to be the buriness of the political theorist to 
show how happiness could be best adiieved. Various well-established 
institutions were condemned because they failed to contribute to 
the general happmess The fact that an institution had long existed 
w’as no argument in its favour. An hereditary aristocracy, for ex- 
ample, was condemned on the ground that the general happiness 
was best promoted by putting government in the hands of those 
best fitted to govern, and of those who w’ould be forced to govern 
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as the citizens wished. Impelled by patriotic and religious "enthu- 
siasms,” it was said, people tend to act against their best interests. 
If only they \rill free themselves from outworn traditions and mis- 
leading superstitions, they will be able to apply an unprejudiced 
intellect to the solution of their pohtical problems. With the removal 
of prejudice men mil come to agree on what is best in political action. 
For there I’s a best, which intelligent and fair-minded men will agree 
on. The appeal to prejudice breeds conflict, the appeal to reason leads 
to profitable agreement. Looking back ov'er the history of the 
Western world, the philosophers of the Enlightenment claimed to 
see a gradual reduction of superstition and a weakening of pre- 
judice , the power of kings, pnests, and nobles was diminishing, while 
that of enlightened philosophers was increasing In history could 
be desened a progress which, with the advance of science and spread 
of education, would be accelerated Oppression, war, ignorance, and 
even poverty would be increasingly eliminated History had an 
intelligible plan 

Beliefs of this kind have had an enormous influence upon our 
present civilization Fascism completely repudiates them Happiness 
IS regarded as an unworthy end. utilitananism, according to Signor 
Mussolini, is a low moral creed Calculating attempts to increase 
happiness or reduce pain are undignified Humanitarians are material- 
ists who think that the dignity of man is enhanced by his release 
from effort and pain The soaal worker, and even the physician, 
often presuppose this false morabty according to which personal 
satisfaction is the highest good This moral protest is supported by 
an appeal to biology. An increase of comfort will deteriorate the 
human race Spengler says 

Nineteenth-century medicine, a true product of Rationalism is 
a phenomenon of age It prolongs each life whether this is desirable or not It 
prolongs e\en death It replaces the number of children by the number of 
greybeards It promotes the world outlooh of #»a«em ft circenses by estimating 
the V alue of life by the number of its da^ s, not bv their usefulness It prevents 
the natural process of selection and thereby accentuates the decay of the 
race — The Hour of Decision, p 223 

The philosophers of the Enlightenment had supposed that men 
really agreed upon their valuations, what looked hke radically 
opposed systems of values were the results of hampenng traditions, 
if only men would free themselves from them they would acknow- 
ledge the same ends. This is demed by the fascist Separate groups 
develop different cultures and moralities There is no means of 
deciding between them by argument. The best culture or civiliza- 
tion is that which survives Hence the only way to prove that your 
w’ay of life is better than that of another people is to impose it upon 
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them. Furthermore, what is generally taken to be argument on 
moral questions is not argument at all. When a man claims to prove 
by argument that a certain way of life is the best, he is really only 
inventing excuses for his own conduct; his code of morality is not a 
result of argument but of circumstance. People invent reasons for 
supporting codes which they would have supported even if they 
had no reasons at all Hence there is no difference between preju- 
dices and so-called "enlightened” beliefs Reason is just another 
prejudice. 

Again, the fascist holds that there is no plan in history; or if 
there is a plan there is no progress. History is just a struggle of 
groups, individuals, cultures, and civilizations Those that survive 
are the best, but we can only see which is best by seeing which 
survives Hence there is no progress, for progress implies an objective 
standard in accordance with which individuals or groups are judged 
and to which they approximate more and more. History is a battle- 
field where disparate groups and civilizations grow and decline, con- 
quer or meet disaster Chance plays a great part in the issue. In the 
course of history man has not changed. He is no more free now than he 
was five thousand years ago He is no less superstitious, religious, 
or prejudiced Most men have always preferred the safety of obedience 
to the responsibilities of freedom. The modem man calls his god 
Progress. \Vhere his forefather spoke about devils the modem man 
speaks about germs 

So much for the general world-outlook of fascism. We now turn 
to Its political teaching Here, of course, nationalism is the most 
important ingredient Because there are no objective rational ends 
upon which all unprejudiced men would agree, it foUows, the fascist 
insinuates, that there is nothing left for the individual but to pro- 
mote the values and power of his own group. This contention gains 
force because, for a variety of reasons, it has happened that in the 
t\rentieth century there has been a great deal of controversy in the 
sphere of morals. Within a single national community different 
^oups have adopted and advocated very different moral valuations. 
People have differed very widely as to the morality of war. Moral 
problems associated with property have elicited opposing answers. 

ere has^ been much disagreement and change in sexual morality, 
emocratic States purposely allow these controversies, believing 
that ^ tolerance and experiment are better than persecution and 
r^dity But a great many individuals are puzzled and alarmed by 
this uncertainty. They like to know exactly where they stand. The 
experimenters and reformers force them to reflect on matters which 
they would prefer not to think about. Why must we begin to alter 
ways which we have become accustomed to? The fascists take 
advantage of this uncertainty and resentment. They demand that 
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controversy on fundamental moral questions shall cease. Dissident 
minorities shall be coerced and a single code shall apply to the whole 
nation. People will once again know exactly where they stand. All 
moral problems will be solved by a single simple formula: "Private 
and group interests are to be subordinated to the good of the Nation." 
A scrutiny of moral precepts in the light of any other principle than 
this becomes treason. Hence in Italy the priesthood is given great 
power in education In Germany projects for humanizing the penal 
code are discontinued. In both countries attempts are made to 
reinstate the old sexual morality by making women as dependent 
upon men as can be. These tendencies meet with the approval of all 
those who are materially and spiritually injured by moral change 
Men are no longer men, but Germans, Italians, and "Bntons" (not 
Englishmen, Welshmen, or Scotsmen) 

Now the most spectacular way of promoting the "good” of a 
nation is to increase its power vis-d-fts the power of other nations. 
Hence the eyes of the population are concentrated upon the doings of 
the nation in the international arena. The principle is actually 
enunciated that home pobtics are subordinate to foreign pobtics, 
that a diplomatic or military victory is more important than an 
increase in social welfare. Spengler says : 

Internal politics exist only to secure the strength and unity of external 
politics, and when they pursue difiereot aims of their own decay sets in and 
the State gets "out of form " — The Hour of Decision, p 35 

A single rigid morality is estabhshed internally in order that a 
united nation shall be able to increase its power Intolerance at 
home is combined with beUigerency abroad 

Another important characteristic of pohtical fascism is "the 
leadership principle " There can be no reconciliation between fascism 
and democracy. The foUowing are the main complaints made by 
fascists against democracy (1) Democratic government must be w eak 
government. For decisions in democracies are generally the result of 
compromise. Furthermore, owing to the party conflict the w ork of 
one government can always be undone by the government w’hich 
succeeds it. (ii) The growth of parties splits the community. The 
tendency is for individuals to put party before the community as a 
whole, (ill) Democratic government enables responsibility to be 
avoided. Governments refrain from carrymg out unpopular but neces- 
sary measures. Rather than do so, they resign and thus attempt to 
throw the unpopularity upon the next government (iv) Democrats 
are "soft.” They generally fear to make use of that force without which 
all government is impossible. Hence democratic governments can 
easily be swept away by those who can and will use force. As a result 

u 305 



PHILOSOPHY 


of these criticisms fascists propose to abolish parties (except their 
own), to eliminate their political opponents, and to submit themselves 
to the leadership of a single man who is ready to take the responsi- 
bility of governing. A single leader appeals to the masses more than 
a committee does. It is easier to be loyal to an individual than to a 
set of principles. A leader cannot resign when things go wong and 
throw the task of improvement upon other people. ^Vhen people say 
"The correct policy is what the leader says is the correct policy," 
they wall act together with the minimum of friction. 

Hence we have two fundamental propositions in fascism. First the 
nationalist proposition: "Wdiatever is for the good of the nation is 
right " Then the leadership proposition: "\^atever the Leader 
says is good for the nation is good for the nation.*’ The Leader’s 
opinion is, therefore, the criterion of right and wong. 

There are two important corollaries of these general principles 
Fascists tend to lay great stress upon mjdhs. They say that large 
bodies of men can only act together with enthusiasm W’hen they 
beheve the same stones. These stones may or may not be true. The 
important fact is that they are beheved in, not that they are true. 
In order that a nation may be highly organized the masses must be 
taught the same myths. Herr Hitler was deeply impressed by the 
Allied wai'time propaganda He thought that the Allied success in 
the Great War was largely due to their widespread belief that they 
were fighting for justice and democracy {Mevi Kampf, tt)!. i, ch. 6)- 
The Central Powers never evolved such an attractive myth; the 
Alhed propaganda was so skilful that it even affected the Germans 
to some extent. Since the war the National Socialists have invented 
some extremely popular and effective myths in order to heighten 
the national self-respect. These, and the coresponding myths of 
Italian fascism, need not be recapitulated here. Signor Mussolini 
acknowledges the influence of Sorel in showing him the importance 
of pohtical mythology. 

The second corollary concerns the nature of the fascist moral code. 
The fascists repudiate a utilitarian moral code. A fortiori they 
repudiate a moral code of love and forbearance, such as that 
sketched out in the Sermon on the Mount. Such codes, they say, are 
unbiological. Furthermore, they are incompatible with nationalism. 
In their place fascism substitutes a code of honour. In this code the 
highest place is given to what might be called the military virtues. 
A high value is set upon bravery, endurance, loyalty, unquestioning 
obedience to superiors, quickness to resent an insult. Pity for 
weak is, as Nietzsche had argued, opposed to the lessons of biology, 
for action prompted by pity tends to preserve and perpetuate the 
weak. If the strong rejoice in their strength they wall by exterminating 
the weak improve the race. It is also held that a large part of the 
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morality of neighbour-love is merely hj’pocritical. This aspect of 
the fascist teaching is too well kno^vn to need quotations. 

II 

Now It is immediatley apparent that the irrationalism and the 
relatn-ism A\hich are fundamental to the fascist outlook are wholly 
lacking from Plato's thought According to him the Good is discover- 
able by the inteihgence, and is hence the same for all rational beings 
There can be httle doubt, I think, that if he had been presented uith 
the conception of separate cultures possessing diverse sets of valua- 
tions between which no rational preference was possible, Plato 
would have repudiated it That he would have done so is clear from 
his attitude towards those Sophists who adopted a somewhat similar 
position So far as I understand him he beheved m fi\ed, intelligible 
values which are, in the long run. aspects of one The Good is re- 
^ea!ed to intelligence Hence, although not all men are intelligent 
enough to apprehend it, different groups and societies will hat e the 
same good There will be an objective standard m terms of which 
societies may be compared It is important to notice that such a 
vaevv, like that advanced by the philosophers of the Enlightenment, 
IS opposed to the extremest forms of nationalism For when it is held 
that the good is open to intelligent inquir>’ and that the standards 
of a restricted group are not the only standards available for its 
members, the individual is no longer faced with the choice betw een 
immorality and isolation on the one band and selfless absorption in 
the national ethos on the other But this is the choice mto which the 
fascist leaders endeav our to thrust the individual to-day Faced with 
this choice he will generally elect for conformity and nationalism 
Only those are proof against this dilemma who possess a morahty 
which IS umversal m its claims 

Another instance of Plato’s fundamental aversion from modes of 
thought associated with fascism may be seen m his attitude towards 
war As is well known, Signor JIussolim has several times pubhcly 
extolled the grandeur of war, Spengler, m a passage which I have 
quoted, says that external pohcy is more important than internal 
pohcy, to Genera] ludendorff js due the aphonsm that pohcy 
exists for the sake of war, not war for the sake of pohcy Now this 
veiy' problem was discussed by Plato m the first book of the Latis 
In that book the constitutions of Crete and Sparta are cnticized 
because they were manifestly deseed with efficiency m war as the 
supreme end The following passage shows the conclusion which 
Plato reached 

But the best is neither war nor taction— they are things we should pray 
to be spared from — but peace and mutnal good will And thus a Mctorj’ of a 
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city over itself turns out, it ould seem, to be not so much a good as a necessary 
evil It IS as though one fancied that a diseased body which has been subjected 
to medical purgation were at its best in that condition, and ignored a body 
which has never stood in need of such treatment. So, if a man takes a similar 
view of the happiness of the city, or mdeed of the individual man — I mean, 
if external w ars are the first and only object of his regard — he mil never be a 
true statesman, nor will any man be a Wished legislator, unless he legislates 
for w ar as a means to peace rather than for peace as a means to w ar. — Laws, 
bk i, 628 A E Taylor's translation 

It is dear, of course, from this passive, and others in the Republic. 
that Plato Mas far from being a pacifist. This, considering the con- 
ditions of his era, is not to be wondered at. Furthermore, reasoned 
pacifism, as it exists to-day, is bom of the terrible fragility of our 
highly specialized society, and the alarming efficiency of modem 
weapon^ i?e/tgio«s pacifism depends upon a scale of values which has 
only become accepted at all as a result of the spread of the Gospels. 
The values to which the religious pacifists appeal arc repudiatedby 
fascists, Christians, communists and average men. It is, therefore, 
no sign of fascism in Plato that he, too, <^d not acknowledge them. 
Passages can be quoted, it is true, in which he asserts that the 
Greeks were innately superior to barbarians and not bound to 
observe civilized rules of war with them But we are hardly justified 
in regarding such passages as examples of racialism or nationalism. 
They are not the conscious expressions of a WeHa7tschauung. They 
are just prejudices, like his prejudice against manual workers. 

It is worth digressing at this point to call attention to the signi- 
ficance of this difference There has always been class and group 
prejudice What, then, is the difference between fascist nationalism 
and sheer national prejudice’ The sociologist Karl Mannheim has 
shown how such a question has to be answered. An unchallenged 
prejudice is very seldom uttered. Conservatives are traditionally 
called “the stupid party,” because they are not responsible for as 
many books as the other parties are. But the reason why they do not 
wnte and argue is not that they are stupid, but that they are satisfied. 
If they felt threatened they would defend themselves, intellectually 
and physically Similarly, I think, the fact that fascist nationalism 
now attempts to construct a philosophy is a sure sign of the criticism 
and dislike which nationalism has aroused. Those who, for some 
reason or other, wish for the perpetuation of nationalism, have felt 
it necessary to defend themselves. 

We have seen that there is lacking in Plato the fundamental 
irrationalism of the fascists. But in his attitude towards government 
and democracy he has much in common wth them. Plato held that 
in any well-ordered State an hierarchical organization was inevitable. 
He held that the average man is not fit for political responsibility and 
cannot be educated for it. He held that government should be 
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carried out by speciallj* trained experts who would consult, not 
the people’s wishes, but the people’s good He held that the activities 
of business men should be subject to State control Exaggerated 
humanitarianism, he thought, would lead to the perpetuation of 
unhealthy stocks. Democracy he believ-ed to be a form of govern- 
ment which was bound to give place to tvTanny TvTanny itself he 
criticized as an inefficient and wicked form of authontarian govern- 
ment. But he did not disapprove of authoritanan government 
itself He was prepared to welcome a rigid censorship of art and 
morals. He advocated the teachmg of social and political mj-ths 
which the rulers themselves did not bebeve in He beheved in the 
need for a State rehgion \nth the punishment of heretics In the 
Laics he irent so far aj to suggest the establishment of a bodj' like 
the Inquisition for the puiUihmem and eradication of heresy (bk, x, 

905-909) 

There is no need for me to give a detailed account of Plato’s views 
on gov enunent. But for the purposes 0/ this paper it is important to 
say something about his description of democracy m the RepulUc. 
For this description is of great sociological importance The following 
passage repays careful examination ' 

"Then, first and foremost, thev are free, the cjtv is crammed with hbertv 
and freedom of speech, and there is permission to do there whatev er aavone 
desires’” 

"So thev sav,” he said 

"Then clearly where the permissjie pnaciple rules each man will arrange 
his own life to suit himself ' 

■‘Clearly " 

"Then this consnninon I faa<n will be dutuigui-hed bv the wonderfal 
vanerr 0/ men tn zt ’ 

“Suielv ” 

-"It will torn out to be the fairest of constininoa« I said Like a garmeat 
of maCT colours of exert shade and vanetv, ibis conatirutioa will be x-anegated 
xnth ex err character and be most fair to look upon and possible, just aa 
children and women admire manr coloured tbum- sO manr people xx-iD jndge 
this citr to be fairest of all — Rep '’HI. 557 k D Lmdsax ’s translatioa 

The demc»cratic man, Plato goo on, ai^es that the only way to 
cope with a de=ire is to satisfy it , hence all desires, he says, "are alike 
and deserving of equal honour ” We might sav that the democratic 
man recognizes a democracy of desires, every desire is to count for 
one. He endeavours to embrace tvithm his one life as manv’ kmds of 
experiences as he can. 

It was Plato’s opinion that this sort of democracj' contamed within 
itself the seeds of t^Taimv' There is insufficient provision for electmg 
efficient men to offices of importance Hence the technique of govern- 
ing detenorates Professional pdhuaans anse who get popular 
support by promising to plunder the nch, the larger proportion of 
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the plunder, however, they appropriate to themselves as their due 
rake-off. The laws themselves are not strictly executed and so fall 
into disrepute. There is a tendency to be lenient to criminals. The 
tyrant arises as a popular leader who organizes a bodyguard to 
protect himself against lawless opponents. With the help of the 
bodyguard he seizes supreme po\ver. To begin \vith, he adopts 
popular, radical measures. In order to remain in power, however, 
he has to make himself indispensable. Hence he engages in wars. 
War serves also to keep his opponents from conspiring against him, 
because they have to work so hard to finance the war that they 
have no time for pohtical a^tation. But differences inevitably ar^e 
among his oum supporters In order to maintain his supremacy the 
tyrant has to suppress the ablest and bravest among them. The 
word which Plato uses for this process is '“purge.” Thus the tyrant 
comes to be surrounded by worthless creatures and is compelled to 
govern by sheer force which is only avadable to him for as long as 
he can pay for it 

There are a number of points of considerable interest in this 
analysis In the first place, Plato emphasizes the variety of characters 
which anse in a democracy This is a tendency which democrats have 
welcomed John Stuart Mill, for instance, not only argued in favour 
of liberty of opimon. but he also urged the necessity of ‘‘experiments 
of living ■' It cannot be denied that”experim€nt5ofliving” may have 
great social value Moral codes which succeed fairly well in one set 
of circumstances may be totally unable to cope with changed con- 
ditions If. however, the modes of social hfe are so stereot 5 ?ped that 
no one dare live his life to a new pattern, the society may not be 
adaptable enough to survive in the changed conditions. Again, some 
would argue that spontaneous conduct U intrinsically superior to 
regulated or traditional conduct But how’ever important these 
considerations may be, it must also be remembered that there are 
himts to the tolerance which any society can permit. These limits 
are set by the social disturbances which the tolerance evokes. 
Societies exist because people have to live together and like to live 
in certain fixed ways People want to live their oivn lives, it is true; 
but most of them can only think of living lives like their fellows. 
And they also want security. When tolerance threatens to interfere 
with security democracies are faced with great danger. Tolerance is 
valuable in so far as it preserves peace and mitigates institutional 
rigidity. But tolerance may, in some situations, actually promote dis- 
order and endanger institutions Democracies have often failed to 
recognize this 

Plato, it ^vlll be remembered, says that the democrat admits a 
democracy of desires Satisfaction is to besought, irrespective of what 
is to be satisfied. It is true that m democratic societies there is a 
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however, that there is no such prevailing tendency, and that men 
never achieve anything permanently, but always slip back into their 
original barbarism, then they are likely to conclude that the effort 
of reform is not worth the makii^. The humanitarian is generally 
tender-minded. He wU be paralysed into inaction by the vision of 
historical recurrence. 
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developments of science since it \vas written, and the discussions to 
which they have given rise, appear to make it more necessary’ than 
ever to analyse science so as to make the distinction clear. The 
purpose of this paper is to give the briefest possible outline of the 
analysis previously offered. 

Science is based on facts. Statements of fact are offers to demon- 
strate an experiment. Thus it is a fact tliat a particular numeral 
indicated by the pointer on a scale of a partictdar voltmeter con- 
nected across a particular resistor is associated irith a particular 
numeral similarly indicated on a particular ammeter in series with 
that resistor. A statement of that fact is, in effect, a challenge to 
anyone, who cares to come and see the experiment carried out, to 
show by his actions (not only by his words) that his experience is 
not the same as mine. Science is possible because such challenges 
can be made and cannot be successfully resisted; there are certain 
experiences in which men (and animals) cannot really differ, how- 
ever much they try Such experiences are the raw material of sdence. 

A law’ is a collection of an indefinite number of statements of fact, 
all of which are in some sense equii’alent. Thus Ohm’s Law is a 
collection of all the statements of fact equivalent to the foregoii^. 
In all the equivalent statements some numeral indicates the potential 
difference across a resistor and some other numeral associated with it 
indicates the current through the resistor. The statements are equiva- 
lent because they are two other series of experiments, described by 
statements of fact, one of which establishes the “existence” of 
currents, the other the ‘‘e.ristcnce” of potential differences. In the 
first senes it will be shown (e.g) that a certain magnetic field, a 
certam rate of heating of a retistor, and a certain rate of deposition 
of silver on an electrolytic cathode are all associated; in the second 
it will be shown (e g ) that a certain rate of heating is associated 
wath a certain force between parallel plates. It is these other ex- 
periments, not equivalent to the experiment from wHch we started, 
which give meamng to the terms that are employed in "generaluing" 
statements of fact so that they become law’s. 

Further — and this is most important — the equivalence is the main 
reason W’hy I am prepared to make the original statement of fact 
If I doubted that the ammeter “really” indicated currents and the 
voltmeter voltages — ^if in common parlance 1 doubted that they were 
in proper working order — I should be far less willing to make my 
challenge to demonstrate to the world to-morrow what I have 
observed to-day. 

This very brief analy’sis of a tingle example suggests that experi- 
mental science proceeds in this manner. Elements of experience, 
related by a relation Aj, are found to form a " routine” or demon- 
strable experiment, Xj. Other elements, related by A., form another 
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routine x^. An element of Xj, forming a “mark” of it, is found (pos- 
sibly in a single experiment) to be related by a relation B to an 
element of Xj. also forming a mark of it It is concluded that these 
elements form a new routine of higher order, moreover this routme 
is expressed by a law and not by a mere statement of fact; it is much 
more important. So also routines z, of yet higher order, are estab- 
lished by finding marks of yj andy^ in a suitable relation C 

If the relations A, B, C, . . . form an identifiable class or classes, 
and if general criteria can be given to determine if any given element 
of a routine is a sufficient mark of it, then the process of finding laws 
(which is usually called Induction) can be reduced to rules The 
principle underlying the rules wU be that, if the elements a^, b^, 
being respectively marks of different routines x^, x^, are ever found 
to stand in one of these relations, then they will always stand in that 
relation The relations will be "invanable relations ” This principle 
will be similar to that of "causahty.” as expounded by Mih. But it 
will differ in two important respects First, the invariable relation 
will not necessanly. as Mill maintained, contain a temporal element, 
second the field of the invanable relations will not be, as Mill appar- 
ently thought, any expenences whatever, but only those terms that 
are marks of routines. 

In order to establish the principle of Induction, it is necessary to 
show that the invanable relations do indeed form an identifiable 
class or classes; for this purpose a close analysis of the relations 
asserted by admitted law’s is required I do not pretend that the task 
has been completed satisfactonly, the relations charactenstic of 
science have not been studied as thoroughly as they deserve But 
it seems to me that the analysis has proceeded far enough to make 
the view suggested highly plausible, and to make it permissible to 
assert that laws are simply assertions of invanable relations (but not 
necessanly causa! relations) between marks of routines 

But an objection has to be considered If the law’s that science is 
discovenng to-day have, as their terms, marks of routines already 
established, then there must come a stage, as we trace back the 
history of science, at which no routmes were available to provide 
the terms of laws An endless regression of routines is impossible, 
how did science ever start? 

The answer is that the discovery of new' laws is accompanied by 
the refinement of old routines At any stage of a science there is a 
limited group of alleged routines When two marks, one of each of 
two of these routines, are found to stand m an "invariable relation,” 
it IS usually found that the relation is mdeed invariable, and that the 
marks so associated do mdeed form a new routine. But sometimes the 
relation is found not to be invariable, the experiment cannot be 
repeated. The procedure then is not to reject the relation as not 
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invariable, but to modify the alleged routine, usually by dividing it 
into several routines differing in only a few elements. It has always 
been found possible by this method to restore the invariability of 
the relations. A typiccd example of this process occurred when the 
discovery of “heavy hydrogen” required the division into (at least) 
two routines of the single alleged routine called simply “hydrogen.” 

This process of refining routines at once makes induction possible 
— ^by preserving the invariability of “invariable relations” — and 
makes its results inevitably uncertain. There is no routine (and there- 
fore no law) so certainly established that its revision is impossible ; on 
the other hand, no observations can destroy our belief in the "uni- 
formity of nature,” that is to say, the existence of invariable rela- 
tions Nothing in science will be certainly true until science is com- 
plete — that is to say, never ; but nothing can ever prove it untrue. 
That is the formal paradox of induction. The utility of induction 
depends on the fortunate fact that the revision of routines that is 
necessary to preserve the invariability of relations is usually of small 
practical importance. 

Theories explain laws Explanation is not peculiar to science ; it 
plays a part in activities as diverse as metaphysics and criminal juris- 
prudence, It consists in showing that what is to be explained is, in 
some sense, a consequence of some intrinsically plausible hypothesis. 
If what is to be explained is more certain than the hypothesis, 
the process of explanation establishes the truth of the hypothesis; 
but if the hypothesis is the more certain, it may establish the truth 
of what is to be explained. 

In a purely intellectual study, “consequence oi” must mean 
“logical deduction from” and can apply only to formal propositions. 
If then laws are to be explained, they must be formal propositions 
concerning terms definable independently of the proposition they 
assert. The laws asserted in our treatises are certainly not of this 
character; if an attempt is made to state 'them in a form appropriate 
to deductive logic, they will be found to reduce (at the best) to 
existence theorems from which nothing can be deduced. Tlus 
feature is probably unavoidable; for, even if the uncertainty in 
routines arising from the possibility of their refinement is ignored, 
they contain an element that cannot, in the last resort, be stated; it 
must be demonstrated. To convey what we really mean we must 
take our interlocutor into the laboratory, point to apparatus, and 
say that we mean that. 

However, there is one part of certain laws that is expressible in 
formal propositions. A numerical law, such as Ohm’s Law, that in 
certain circumstances a current is proportional to a potential (Mer- 
ence, gives rise to a statement expressed in terms of the highly 
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developed symbolism of mathematics, and deducible by established 
mathematical reasoning from other propositions so expressed. Here 
then is something that can be explained without ambiguity. 
Numerical laws are characteristic of physics rather than of other 
sciences; that is why physics is much more theoretical than other 
sciences, and why those who are interested in theories all have 
tended to identify phj^ics with the whole of science. 

Since theories are thus intimately associated with numerical laws, 
it is clearly important to understand how these laws arise from the 
process of induction sketched above. We must have a “theory of 
measurement" (something quite different from what the mathe- 
maticians mean by that phrase) if we are to understand the struc- 
ture of physics. Brevity forbids any attempt to expound the matter 
here, even in outline ; but two remarks must be made. 

The mathematical relation, generally denoted by =, does not 
express the whole of a numerical law. there is always a physical 
relation which is usually not expressed at all Thus Ohm’s Law is 
written E 5= RI : it is not usually stated that E, R, I must all be 
characteristic of the same resistor in the same state It is not stated, 
partly because every practising physicist knows that it is implied 
(but that is not an adequate reason for its omission in elementary 
text-books), partly because (as has been said) it is impossible to 
state completely. But this part of the law is not less essential than 
the mathematical part. The fashionable habit of talking about 
"pointer readmgs" ignores the whole art of experimental physics 
and the unmensely elaborate equipment with which it is now 
conducted.! 

The other remark concerns “experimental error ” The question 
is how this form of uncertainty is related to the form inherent in all 
induction and arismg from the imperfect definition of routines I 
hold that there is no connection, except m the entirely exceptional 
case of “statistical laws ’’ Experimental error arises from the fact 
that the characteristic observable relation that gives nse to numerical 
laws is sometimes transitive (like the mathematical relation =), 
but not always It does not arise at all m laws that are not 
numerical. The doctrine that experimental error can be reduced, or 
the certainty of induction increased, by the mere multiplication of 
observations is an error having no foundation in the actual practice 
of physics, and ansing soldy from a confusion between tw'O 
distinct sources of uncertainty 

A theory then consists piinianly of a set of mathematical pro- 

• The inventor of "pointer readings" thought it worth while, during the 
Great War, to transport elaborate astronomical equipment to a remote 
oceanic island If all he wanted was pomter readmgs, he need never have left 
home 
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positions (hypotheses) from which the mathematical part of laws 
can he deduced. The hypothec has to be intrinsically acceptable. 
In classical theories it was acceptable because it was the same as, 
or very like, the mathematical part of laws relating to systems other 
than those whose behaviour the theory is to explain; the theories 
were "mechanical ” Modem theories are mathematical; their hypo- 
theses are acceptable because they have the form to which some 
interesting or familiar branch of mathematical analysis is applicable. 

But a theory cannot consist of a hjrpothesis alone ; for, if it did, it 
could not explain the physical part of laws and would have no 
relation to experiment. The relation to experiment is established 
by a ‘‘dictionary,’’ which (bke everything that concerns experiment) 
is never stated formally It consists of entries relating to measurable 
magnitudes certam combinations of the variables characteristic of 
the hypothesis Thus the Kinetic Theory of gases relates the quantity 
tni^ (mi sa mass, v = velocity of a molecule) to the temperature of 
the gas : quantum mechanics relates the quantity >}np* {>p = wave 
function, ij;* Its conjugate) to the probability of something happen- 
ing. In classical theories the dictionary entries usually are suggested 
immediately by the analogy on which the theory is based. In modern 
theones they are not so obvious; much of the technical discussion of 
relativity and wave-mechanics concerns the appropriateness of pro- 
posed entries. 

A precise account of the relation thus established by the dic- 
tionary would require a discussion of the nature of measurement, 
and therefore must again be omitted. But one very* important 
feature can be noted The dictionary never relates each variable of 
the hypothesis singly to a measurable magnitude; thus, in our 
examples, neither v nor ^ is related smgly; only combinations in 
which they are involved are related. It follows that a theory always 
contams some purely “hypothetical" ideas which have no meaning 
in terms of experiment, uriess the whole theory is accepted. 

This feature of theories enables them to be distinguished from 
laws even when the distinction is most liable to be obscured. Con- 
sider, for example. Maxwell’s equations. These may appear at first to 
be a mere co-ordinated generalization of the laws of Ampere, Coulomb, 
Faraday, Ohm, etc And so they are, it they are used to calculate 
(e.g ) the penod of oscillation of the combination of a large con- 
denser Muth a large inductor. For all the magnitudes involved (m 
particular the magnetic flux density B) are measurable; any step in 
the calculation can be checked by experiments that show that the 
laws involved are true in this special instance. But if the equations 
are used to calculate (e g) the reflectance of a dielectric for light, B 
cannot be measured, the laws cannot be checked: the result of the 
calculation means something in terms of experiment, only because 
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there is a dictionary’ entry which relates B- to the intensity of the 
light polarized in a certain plane. 

If this analysis is correct, it is clear that scientific propositions are 
of two perfectly distinct kinds and that any discussion of the impli- 
cations of science that ignores the distinction must be of httle value. 
But is it correct? To answer that question we must hai’e a standard 
of correctness; here a difficulty is encountered that affects all 
attempts to expound a “logic of science," but has seldom been dis- 
cussed openly 

Is the object to arrange in an order, conforming to the rules of 
formal logic, the propositions asserted m standard treatises^ If so, 
the object is unattainable The conventional terminology’ is so con- 
fused that, if we attempt to analy'se what scientists say, our only 
conclusion must be that it is nonsense. 

Is the object to disentangle from these imperfect propositions what 
physicists really mean by them’ Again the task is impossible There 
IS an irrational element in science which is not expressible by any 
kind of logic, and yet confers on physics its meaning for physicists 
They do not use words or symbols as instruments of thought in the 
characteristic part of their thmkmg, they use them merely to record 
what they have thought or to convey it to others with the same in- 
stincts. All “logics” assume that vahd thought consists in the right 
handling of words or sj'mboU, if there is any valid thought pecubar 
to science, that assumption is simply untrue. 

Is the object to lav down a set of rules, imposed by some authonty 
external to science, to which scientific thought must conform if it is 
to be true and disclose anythmg about the nature of reality ’ That 
\’iew IS obi-iously held by many philosophers, but no scientist can 
accept it, for him truth and reality mean that which is disclosed by 
scientific thought A logic of this kind would be a logic of science 
only if science means something that no scientist beheves 
A better view, I suggest, is that the purpose of any "logic of 
science" is to separate the rational element from the irrational, the 
part that is common to all kinds of organized thought from the part 
characteristic of science A logic is the better, the more perfectly it 
effects this separation without omission and without distortion 
The analysis I have proposed does effect a separation There are 
two irrational elements One hes in the discovery of laws, the 
"fortunate fact" that gives science its practical value would not be 
a fact if scientists had not an mstmctive and uncommumcable sense 
of what routines are likely to stand the test of further investigation 
and are thus worthy of provisional acceptance The other lies in the 
formulation of theories, unless phj’siasts’ sense of what is "mtrinsi- 
caliy acceptable” were confirmed by the prediction of true laws, there 
would be no theoretical phys’cs 
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But candour compels the admission that the separation is not 
entirely complete, and that there are connections between laws and 
theories that have not been mentioned. Thus theories often provide 
a great part of the evidence for laws; "empirical laws" having no 
theoretical foundations are suspect. Agmn novelty is an essential part 
of explanation ; theories may lose their character by mere familiarity 
and become no more than compen^ums of the laws they originally 
explained. The equations of Newtonian Djmamics have long been 
in this position, it has become more evident since the theory of 
which they were once the hypothesis has been abandoned. 

However, the more serious question is; Who is to judge that there 
has been no omission or distortion? Of course the consensus of 
physicists ought to be the deciding factor, but most physicists can- 
not be mduced to take any interest in the matter. They have a 
horror of logic, and resent any attempt to show that their thought 
contains any logical element at all. In these circumstances every pro- 
posed “ lo^c of science" is apt to be simply an attempt to answer 
the particular questions that interest its author, 

It may be well therefore to indicate what questions my analysis 
will answer Its great merit to my mind is that it renders intelligible 
the changes that physics has undergone during the last twenty years 
and, in particular, the apparent paradox that, during a period when 
(as we are constantly assured) the deepest foundations of the science 
have been destroyed, its pragmatic truth — its power of influencing 
the life of mankind — has been greater than ever before. To resolve 
that paradox we must distinguish between laivs, on which alone the 
practical value of a science depends, and theories which, except in so 
far as they lead to the discovery of Ia\\>s, have no piacticsd value 
ivhatever. 

Moreover, the analysis was originally based almost wholly on 
classical physics, it was complete while relativity had not gone be- 
yond the "special” theory or quantum mechanics beyond Planckian 
oscillators. The development of these great theories, and the modifi- 
cations of accepted routines that are at once its cause and its result, 
have followed precisely the lines that the analysis indicated as 
possible. The work of Minkowski and of Bohr, which rendered 
possible the transition from mechanical to mathematical theories, 
might have been conducted with the object of illustrating its prin- 
ciples I cannot therefore help feeling that it may be of service to 
those numerous persons who, lookup at science from the outside, 
appear to have found its recent history beivUdering. 
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lCcr::r-jjU^n cf Art::!i “.in -ip-prcKA t’' T'-' A'. .V'’ 37) 
Pacrsssca JARED S IIOORE 

Philosophy, like some people, has maov relations; and. as m the 
case of people with large family connections, it is poisible to leam a 
good deal more about the nature of philosophy if we consider its 
relations with other members of the family to which it belongs In 
thi^; family are included, along with philo:ophv itself, two estremelv 
important human mteresta, science and rehgion, aH of which have a 
common concern m the fundamental problems of hnman experience, 
and attempt m ^-arious waj-s to satisfy mans need of adjusting 
himself to the universe which hss about him Of these three related 
mterests, Rehgion may be thought of as one of the parents of 
Philosophy, and the \-anoc5 Sciences as its chOdreo As to the other 
parent, I suspect that its came is .\rT, and that all of these have 
Espenence as their cotnnioa progenitor. Ehminaung m*tapbcr. it is 
certainly true that experience is the insDgator of all human acmmes, 
that religion and art are direct expressions or conaequents of 
experience, and that philosoph} and science are waj s o: elaborating 
and further developing e\-peri?cce and its cor.i«quent5 
In the following seccons of thu paper, it -h.oil be our endeai our to 
consider in turn the relations benreea philosophy and the saences, 
philosophy and religion, and philosophv and the fine arts Such a 
consideranon invoh es m each case three question^ < i ^Miat ha\ e 
these two types of interest in cozneon- How do they diner - and 
(3) Hoi^ does each act upon the oiher- 
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history of science and of philosophy are likely to cover much the- 
Same topics. But as time goes on we find some striking differences 
arising between them, w’hich may now be considered under four 
successive heads; differences (i) as to scope, (2) as to their respective 
attitudes toward the universe, (3) as to their respective attitudes 
toward what is known as "the problem of reality,” and (4) as to 
method. 

(i) The simplest and most obvious distinction is that of scope, or 
inclusiveness of subject-matter. Every science is interested in some 
special portion of the universe, or some spedal aspect of experience; 
philosophy is interested in the universe as a whole, and in particular 
facts only in the light of the whole, or for the light which they may 
throw upon the nature of the whole. Thus we speak properly not so 
much of "science” as of "the sciences”; but %ve speak of "philosophy” 
in the smgular number, and the special philosophical interests we 
can "branches of philosophy” or "pWlosophical discipimes.” For 
example" among the sciences we have one, astronomy, interested in 
the various large bodies w-hich make up the physical universe, aud 
another, geology, which devotes itself to a more thorough study of 
that one cosmic body on which man happens to live; one sdence, 
botany, which studies plants, and another, zoology, which takes 
aimnaJs rather than plants for its subjects of investigation; one 
science, physics, to consider one set of material phenomena, and 
another, chemistry, to investigate another set of these phenomena; 
one science, physiology, to study the bodily aspect of human nature, 
and another, psychology, to study its mental aspect. As contr^ted 
with these special fields, the philosopher, as Francis Bacon said of 
himself, "takes all knowledge for his pro\'lnce,” and is, in the words 
of Plato, a "spectator of all tune and of all existence.” 

When w e consider this vast field which philosophy claims for its 
owTi — "the breadth of its scope,” as we put it in our earlier article 
we are not surprised that there should be such wide diversities of 
opinion among philosophers, even wider diversities than there are 
among scientists. In a small field of investigation one may hoi» to 
leam a great deal, but for a philosopher to pretend to any consider- 
ahle knowledge of such a vast field as "reality in. general” would be 
absurd. A difference of intention, then, arises; the scientist seeks for 
an intimate and detailed knowledge of his owm selected ® 
experience; the philosopher seeks for a glimpse, and cannot expect 
ever to attain more than a glimpse, of the entire uniysrs®"^'^ 
"synoptic view’,” as it is now often c^ed, of the whole, ignonng 
the details. 

(2) Another way in which philosophy and the sciences differ is m 
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the attUtides they respectively take toward the universe which they 
both study, or the interest each has in that universe. On this point, 
science is interested m/ac/s for their own sake, and in their causes: 
philosophy is interested in the significance of those facts for man — 
in ends, purposes, and values— rather than facts as such. In other 
words, science takes a detached, impersonal interest in things; 
whereas philosophy takes an intimate, personal interest in them. 
So, when the distinction is made, as it used to be made perhaps more 
commonly than it is now, between two great groups of studies in the 
educational cumculum — the sciences and the "humanities' — 
philosophy is alirays found, along wnth history, literature, and the 
arts, among the humanities. 

In consequence of this diversity of interests, we find science and 
philosophy tending to view the world m very different ways. This 
difference is perhaps not so important as the others, and has not 
always obtained; but as science and philosophy have developed in 
the course of their history, the tendency in this direction is quite 
marked. The distinction may best be put in terms of the diverse 
ideals toward which science and philosophy respectively aim; the 
ideal of science is what is called a causal or mechanisUc ideal, w’hereas 
the ideal of philosophy is a purposive or teleological one By this is 
meant that the scientist thinks of the universe as like a vast machine 
m which everything that occurs has its definite causes and results, 
and seeks to discover m each case what these causes and effects are; 
whereas the philosopher inquires rather about the purposes of things — 
seeks to discover whether the world and the things and events m it 
have a purpose, and if so what that purpose is For example, science 
has sho\vn that eveiy'thmg evolves, and in a general kind of w’ay how 
thmgs evolve : the philosopher wants to know why things evolve in 
just the W’ay they do, and what the goal of that evolution may be. 

(3) A third distinction between philosophy and the sciences has to 
do with their respective attitudes toward what philosophers call 
"the Problem of Reality " This is a distinctively philosophical problem 
— perhaps the central philosophical problem — m which scientists as 
such have no interest Science, as it is often said, is interested solely 
in "phenomena ’’ — 1 e thmgs as they appear, philosophy is mterested 
m reality — i.e thmgs as they really are It is extremely important 
that we make this distmction especially clear, if we are to avoid 
serious misunderstandmg, and first let us explam what is meant by 
a "phenomenon,” for this is one of the most important of philo- 
sophical as well £LS scientific terms. 

Literally a phenomenon is an appearance (from the Greek paivoj, 

I show, shme, or appear). As the term is used technically m English, 
it stands for anythmg that appears to the human mind — whether to 
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the senses (material or physical phenomena), or to introspection 
(mental or psychical phenomena). Even those imperceptible particles 
of matter which physics infers from what it perceives — electrons, 
neutrons, etc. — are in this sense phenomena, since they appear to the 
human reason if not to the senses, as underlying that which does 
appear to the senses. In popular usage the word is often restricted 
to what is unusual or exceptional in nature: the ordinary person 
would not hesitate to call a total eclipse of the sun or a five-legged 
calf a phenomenon, but would never think of applying the term to 
the daily shining of the sun in the heavens or to a calf ivith the normal 
number of legs; and yet these latter are just as much “phenomena” 
as the former The phenomena of nature, then, are just the facts of 
nature; and for all ordinary purposes “phenomenon” and “fact,” 
"object.” or "thing” may be regarded as virtually sjmonjmious terms, 
though a philosopher interested in words might not be willing to take 
them as absolutely identical in meaning. 

Now when we say that science is interested in phenomena or 
appearances and philosophy m reality, let us not make the mistake 
of supposing that the scientist would for a moment admit that his 
phenomena are imreal, or that they are merely appearances: the 
pomt^ is simply that the scientist as such is not interested in the 
question of the nature of reality, but merely in things as they present 
themselves to his investigating consciousness. But that is the very 
thing in which the philosopher — and the scientist too when he 
philosophizes (as scientists nowadays frequently do)— *is interested. 
In fact, as we said above, the “problem of reality” is in many ways 
the central philosophical problem — the problem, namely, of whether 
or not phenomena "really are” what they appear to be, the problem 
of what is the true relation between appearance and re^ty. Science, 
on the contrary, is not interested in this question one way or the 
other. And it is because of this special interest that we praised 
philosophy in our previous article for the “depth of its foundations. 

(4) Finally, one of the most characteristic distinctions betiveen 
philosophy and science as we find them to-day is the distinction of 
method. Every science bases its conclusions on careful observation, 
under experimental conditions when possible, and arrives at them by 
generalizing from the facts thus observed according to the method of 
reasomng known as “induction”: the philosopher attempts, on the 
basis of the results obtained by all the sciences, and also from such 
other sources as religious and aesthetic experiences, to attain through 
reasoning a “synoptic view” of reality in its wholeness. The subject 
of philosophical method is so important that it deserves separate 
consideration at some other time, hut in the present context this 
must suffice 
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The various distinctions above drawTi may become clearer if we 
illustrate them as they apply to the problems of psychology. When we 
hear this word to-day we naturally think of a science concerned with 
a specific group of phenomena, but this was not always the case. 
By denvation, psychology is the study of the soul, and yet rarely 
indeed in any present-day psychological treatise will one find any 
mention of the soul \vhate\’er. In other words, ongmally psychology 
w as a branch of philosophy concerned with the question of the nature, 
ongm, and destiny of the soul; whereas now, at least as ordmanly 
understood, it is a distinct science concerned with the phenomena of 
mental hfe or of human behaviour. And yet as a matter of fact both 
sets of problems are of as vital importance to-day as they ever were, 
and the term "psychology” has a philosophical as well as a scientific 
significance As science, then, and m the usual meaning of the term, 
psychology is concerned, let us say, with the phenomena of mental 
hfe, how the mind works, w’hat the "laws" of human behaviour are; 
whereas philosophical psychology is concerned %vith the question as 
to what the mmd is, the nature of the seif or of personality, the 
relation between the mind and the body, and the relation between 
the mmd of man and the universe beyond him. 

Haidng considered the resemblances and differences between 
philosophy and the sciences, we come now to the subject of their 
interdependence. How does each act upon the other? What does each 
contribute to the work of the other ^ For the relation is a mutual one, 
and may be taken up from each side successively 

First, then, w’hat do the saences contribute to philosophy? Well, 
if science is concerned with facts, and philosophy with their interpre- 
tation, the ansiver is fairly simple science contributes the facts which . 
philosophy endeavours to interpret, the materials with which philo- 
sophy works In this, philosophy is entirely dependent on the sciences. . 
In former times philosophers were sadly inclined to forget this, and 
to formulate out of their own a priort thmkmg — i e. thmking inde- • 
pendently of observational knowledge— what they called "philo- 
sophies of nature’’ which quite ignored any obhgation of being, as 
we would now say. scientific The tw-o great German philosophers of 
a century ago, Schellmg and Hegel, were notonous offenders in this 
matter. The natural consequence of this was to arouse considerable 
antagonism to philosophy on the part of scientists — an antagonism 
which unfortunately persists even to the present day in some 
quarters, though happily this becomes less and less as time goes on 
Really there is no excuse for sudi antagonism to-day. smce all • 
philosophers of any importance now fully recognize their dependence 
on saence, and many scientists are themselves much interested m the 
philosophical significance of their owm work in fact, any scientist 
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who is contemptuous or apprehensive of philosophy to-day is simply 
a century behind the times on this matter, however up to date or 
ahead of it he may be in his o\vn field! 

But there is another side to this relationship, the contribution of 
philosophy to the sciences, which cannot be stated quite so simply. 
As we saw in our previous article, pWlosophy is not so much (as is 
science) a "body of conclusions" based on observations as a "spirit 
or method of approaching experience'';* and it is much easier to 
define a body than it is a spirit. And yet, though every scientist 
works in a limited field on a limited "body” of facts, it is perfectly 
possible for him to carry on his investigations in a broad philosophical 
"spirit,” keeping ever in mind the great truth of the unity of all 
knowledge, the mterrelation of all the various specific fields. Perhaps 

• w’e may say, then, on this side of our general question, that philosophy 
contributes breadth and depth to science. And yet there is much more 
to be said about this. 

• As these two intellectual interests have developed, philosophy has 
come to appropnate to itself three specific functions in relation to 
science These functions are' (i) to unify the results of the various 
sciences into a smgle comprehensive system; (2) to investigate the 
methods common to all the sciences; and (3) to analyse critically 
the fundamental concepts and assumptions of the sciences. Let us 

. elborate these points, (i) If each science covers but a limited field 
of knowledge, and yet if all knowledge is interrelated, there must 
be some disciplme whose duty it shall be to coordinate and so far as 
possible umfy these various fields; and that function most naturally 
falls within the purview of philosophy. (2) Every science has its own 
distinctive methods of w orking its own particular field, and yet there 
is a general "scientific method” or way of working which is common 
to all the sciences, and it becomes natural for philosophy to take upon 
itself the study of these common methods: this particular philo- 
sophical interest is often called “methodology,” and is usually regarded 
as a branch of logic. (3) Every science makes use of certain concepts 
pecuhar to itself (e.g. the concept of igneous rocks in geology, or of 
memory in psychology), and it is the function and duty of each science 
. to formulate and develop its own distinctive concepts ; and yet there 
are alsA a. wurnber oi moTe general concepts whidi are commow to all 
or to large groups of sciences — such concepts, for example, as cause, 
natural law, matter, life, mind, etc. — and which it is one of the 
. functions of philosophy to analyse and define. In connection with 
this last service also there are certain assumptions that the scientist 
makes in the use of these concepts, and these the philosopher must 
examine to the end of justif5ring (or the reverse) and clarifying them 
— such as the assumption that every event has a cause, that life is 
found only in connection %vith some material organism, etc. Professor 
• The quotations are from Hnghtman's Introduction to Philosophy, p ?• 
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C. D. Broad has proposed to give the special name of "Critical 
Philosophy” to this part of the philosopher's programme.* 

The three functions just described constitute together what is now' 
most commonly designated the "Philosophy of Science.” Some 
scholars — positivists, as they are called — ^svould restrict philosophy 
entirely to these, and compel it to give up the attempt to do any- 
thing more than unify the results, study the common methods, and 
analyse the common concepts, of the various sciences. But this is 
entirely too limited a view' of the place of philosophy in the world, 
smce over and above these purely scientific interests and problems 
there are many ulira-scientific interests and problems W'hich carry us 
far beyond even the \*ast field of all the sciences taken together, and 
these the true philosopher cannot ignore. These include problems • 
about the "meanings, purposes, and ^•alues" of the facts and truths 
which science has discovered for us, the nature and implications of 
religious experience, and the nature and implications of aesthetic 
experience — i e. the expenence of the artist and the art- and nature- 
lover. Philosophy in its wholeness, then, attempts to correlate not 
merely the vanous fields of scientific expenence, but all types of 
experience, into a single world-view in other words, m Broad's 
termmology, philosophy has a "speculative” as well as a "cntical” 
function {kc. cii.). 

Before leaving the subject of philosophy and the sciences, there is a 
closely related topic to which we must give our attention. This is the 
question as to the distmction between philosophical and scientific 
knowledge on the one hand, and the knowledge of the ordmary 
person — the "plain man,” or "man in the street,” as philosophers 
like to call him — on the other, or between philosophy, science, and 
"common sense," as it is often now called 

The simplest account of this distinction is that presented by 
Herbert Spencer, the noted philosopher of evolution, in his work 
entitled First Principles of a New System of Philosophy (first edition, 
1862). As Spencer therein regards these three t3rpes of knowledge, 
they differ from one another solely in the degree to which they 
respectively unify our understandmg of the world; common sense, he 
says, or, as he calls it, "knowledge of the lowest kmd is tin-nnified 
knowledge; Science is partially-iinified knowledge; Philosophy is 
completely-unified knowledge” [op. cit., § 37). From what has just 
been said on these matters it can be readily seen that here Spencer 
is adopting the positivistic position that philosophy is simply the 
system of all the sciences, and this position has already been rejected. 
But more important is it for us to note that in this analysis Spencer 
ignores any possibility of the second distinction between philosophy 

• See his article in Contemporary Brtitsh Philosophy. Fust Senes (The 
Mac mill an Company, 1924) 
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and the sciences which we drew above — viz. the distinction in their 
respective attitudes toward the world: for Spencer, there is no such 
distinction in attitude, but the difierence between common sense, 
science, and philosophy is merely one of degree. 

The late George Stuart Fullerton, of Columbia University, in the 
second chapter of his \’aluable Introduction to Philosophy, has put us 
in his debt by calling attention to this question of attitudes. As he 
sees the matter, science differs from “common thought” only in 
degree — ^its greater degree of accunuy, thoroughness, and s>'s- 
tematization; but philosophy, or “reflective thought,” as he calls it, 
presents an entirely different kind of view of the world, or takes an 
entirely different attitude toward it. According to his account, when 
we study science we do not m any sense leave behind us the world of 
ordinary ejqierience, but merely examine that world more carefully 

and more thoroughly; but as soon as we begin to philosophize we find 
ourselves in quite another atmosphere, and “the real world in which 
we all rejoice” seems "to dissolve and disappear” (op. cii., page 30). 

Here we have two quite different reports as to the distinction 
between common sense, saence, and philosophy: for Spencer they 
differ merely in degree; for Fullerton, common sense and sdence 
differ only in degree, but philosophy differs from both the others in 
point of view. I^Tiich of these is nght > Or is the true theory different 
from either of these’ Which is really nearer to common sense in its 
attitude toward the world, saence or philosophy? That there is a 
large degree of truth in both the Spencerian and the Fullertonian 
accounts is, I think, unquestionable, and yet perhaps neither quite 
touches on the heart of the matter. Certainly the ivorid of ordinary 
experience is a world of values and purposes as is the world of 
philosophy, not merely a world of facts and causes as is the world of 
science. Both philosophy and common sense take the world in its 
concrete wholeness, whereas science abstracts and mechanizes. It 
would seem, then, tliat we should on the whole regard the attitude 
of the philosopher as the same as that of the plain man, as contrasted 
with the more abstract and artificial attitude of the scientist. That 
is to say, paraphrasing William James.* philosophy is merely a more 
persistent attempt to understand the world of common sense. 

Philosophy and Religion.* 

The relation of philosophy to refigion can be best made clear if we 

« Psychology, Briefer Course, p 461. 

» By religion, as the term is here used, is to be understood that human 
activity in which man feels himself to be m personal contact with a persona 
Deity This is not intended as a comprehensive definition applicable to any 
thing that anj-one might call rehgjon. bnt a statement of bow the term as used 
m this article is to be understood 
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inquire first as to the ways in which religion is allied to philosophy 
and distinguished from science, and then as to how religion differs 
from both philosophy and science. 

On the first point, I think that if we rehearse the ^’arious contrasts 
already drawn between philosophy and the sciences we shall find 
religion on the side of philosophy — that is to say, that religion is like 
philosophy and unlike science i« all the icays in uhich philosophy and 
the sciences uere distinguished above. In other words, taking into the 
account the position of common sense, the attitude of religion, like 
that of philosophy and unlike that of science, is the attitude of 
common sense. We shall now proceed to draw our comparisons, 
though m doing so w e shall not follow quite the same order of points 
as we did in our pre^^ous section 

Rehgion, we find, is (i) interested in the significance and value of 
things for man, rather than in facts for their owti sake; and (z) views 
the world, not as a system of causally related phenomena, but as an 
mstrument of a divine purpose. That is to say. religion, hke philosophy, 
takes the teleological rather than the mechanistic attitude toward the 
world. If these two points had always been taken into consideration, 
many famous "conflicts benveen religion and science” might have 
been avoided. Let us recall the two great scientific conceptions which 
brought about the most important of these so-called conflicts — the 
Copemican theorj' propounded m the suvteenth century, and the 
Dansinian theor>’ propounded m the nmeteenth. 

Copernicus show ed that the earth on w hich we hve, instead of bemg 
the centre of the universe, mth the sun and planets revoh-ing about 
it (the Ptolemaic new), IS really itself but one of the planets revohmg 
about the sun as iheir centre UTuch of these two news of the relation 
between the earth and the sun is correct is a question of jaci, a 
question of science', and quite regardless of the still newer \new of 
Professor Einstein and the relativists on this matter, the scientific 
truth undoubtedly hes on the side of Copenucus But what has all 
this to do with rehgion? ^^'hat possible difference can it make to man 
m his spiritual relations with God whether the sun revolves around 
the earth or the earth revolves around the sun> The question really 
has no "significance and value for man," and so, properly under- 
stood, is not a religious question at all. If the Church in the six- 
teenth century had realized this, much trouble and disaster could 
have been avoided. 

Similarly as to the Darwinian theory of the ongm of man. YTiat 
difference can it make to rehgion whether God created man directly, 
or brought the human species mto existence through descent from 
other animal species^ The doctrine of evolution is an attempt to 
e?q)lam Jwu> man came into existence, the natural causes which 
brought hun about it is, therefore, a purely scientific tbeorj', and has 
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no significance one way or the other for religion. True, the reli^ous 
view of the world implies that man o\\^ his origin to God, that God 
is “Creator” of the universe and all things therein; but its primary 
implication is that God brought man into the world for a purpose, 
and how this result was accomplished makes no difference whatever 
to religion. 

Continuing wth our comparison, two other points remain to be 
considered. Religion, like philosophy but unlike science, is interested 
(3) in reality as a whole, rather than in any particular portion of it; 
and is interested (4) in realUy as distinguished from phenomena. 
As illustrative of the former point it may be noted that religion has 
often actually been defined as the attitude which a man takes toward 
the universe as a whole, and God as the "Universal Being” ; and the 
common designation of God as the "Supreme Being” corroborates 
the truth that for religion He is the ultimate reality of the universe, 
and in no sense a "phenomenon.” 

The above comparisons, therefore, seem to indicate the alignment 
of religion wth philosophy rather than \vith science. But there are 
other ways in which rehgion is as sharply distinguished from philo- 
sophy as it is from science; and we pass now to a consideration of 
these. 

Religion is unlike both philosophy and science (1) in that it is a way 
of living, whereas philosophy and science are theories about life. In 
other words, the aim of philosophy and science is knowledge ; the aim 
of religion is personal fellowship with God and the inspiration of daily 
life. Philosophy and science take a purely intellectual interest in the 
world; rehgion takes an emotional and practical interest in it. 
Philosophy and science appeal to the intellect alone — the "head." as 
we sometimes say; religion appeals primarily to the "heart” and the 
will. In all these points (or, rather, wajre of elucidating the one 
point), the close relation which subsists between religion and 
morality is evident — religion as concerned with man's vital relations 
with God, and morality with right living in purely human affairs 
In its essential nature, then, religion is not to he thought of as belong- 
ing in the same class with philosophy at all, any more than with 
science ; but rather ivith morality and ordinary living. As brought out 
in our earlier article, it is a way of living rather than a way of 
understanding life. 

But in drawing this contrast it is to be noted that we have not 
anywhere denied that religion does have an interest in knowledge. 
Philosophy and science, we said, "take a purely intellectual interest 
in the world,” appeal to the intellect alone"; whereas religion 
"appeals primarily;’ not solely, to "the heart and the will." Properly 
speaking, religion is something that appeals to all sides of human 
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nature, takes man in his concrete wholeness; though its emphasis is 
on the emotional and practical sides of that nature, whereas philo- 
sophy and science are purely intellectual pursuits. All worthwhile 
religion must be based on knowledge, if it is not to degenerate into 
mere sentimentalism — a morbid and unintelligent gush of emotion. 
Recognition of the importance of such an intellectual basis for 
religion has led to the production of x’arious systems of theology, 
which attempt to formulate and organize the concepts and proposi- 
tions which underhe the practice of religion Theology*, then, belongs 
uith science and philosophy among the intellectual disciplines which 
engage the mterest of men. it is an essential basis for an5’ worth- 
while religion, but must never be identified or confus^ with 
religion. 

As to the function of knor^ledge, then, there is a second waj' in 
which religion difiers from both philosophy and the sciences: 
(2) rehgion is life, and knowledge is merely instrumental to it ; whereas 
for philosophy and science, knowledge is an itself. Furthermore, 

there is a difierecce as to the method by which knowledge is attained 
m the two fields* (3) philosophical and saentific knowledge is of the 
tj’pe known as discursice — Le. the result of reflection, reasoned out, 
aigued about; whereas religious taowledge is iniuitiie — le direct, 
immediate, the result of e-vperience aided by faith. In this latter pomt 
again religion is seen to be alhed to ordmar\* life; for in both the 
spiritual and the material fields we live by e.vpenence and not by 
reasoning, however difierent the espenence may be in the two cases. 
But science and philosophy are “rational inqmnes” mto the 
impUcations of those espenences 

Finally, (4) religion is a concern of individuals — man and God. and 
the relation between them, philosophy and science are concerned 
with universals — concepts, classes of thmgs, “laws In making this 
distinction, however, we must take care not to make the mistake of 
thinkin g of rehgion as concerned with iEdi\nduals m their isolation 
— God and my own soul onI\’; but rather as concerned with all men, 
with individuals as social, not as sohtar^', bemgs For just as without 
an intelligent background rdigion becomes one-sidedly sentimental, 
so trithout a consideration for others it becomes purel}* selfish 

We are now ready to consider the interdependence of philosophy 
and religion. As in the case of philosophy and science, each contn- 
hntes to the other. 

Religion, like science, contributes data for philosophy to work 
upon. As we saw abo^■e, thongh philosiqjhy is greatly dependent upon 
science for its materials, it is not limited in this dependence upon 
science alone, but must take into consideration other types of 
experience besides that npon whidi saence itself is based. The data 
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of religion, then, are as important as those of science, as materials 
for a complete philosophy. 

Conversely, philosophy contributes strength and depth to the 
beliefs of religion — strengthens them by giving them a firmer 
intellectual foundation and so savii^ religion from sentimentalism. 
It must be acknowledged, of course, that often the effect of the study 
of philosophy is to weaken rather than to strengthen one’s religious 
beliefs; but this, I am convinced, is because one has not gone deeply 
enough in his study of the implications of experiencence FrancisBacon 
the philosopher and Alexander Pope the poet agree in their advice 
on this matter. "It is true," says Bacon, “that a httle philosophy 
inchneth man’s mind to atheism, but depth in philosophy bringeth 
man’s mmd about to religion.” And to this the poet adds, in a 
faimhar couplet : 

A little learning is a dangerous thing. 

Dnnk deep, or taste not the Pienan spring. 

A bnef study of philosophical problems cannot, it is true, carry us 
very far or very deep; but we can at least be warned againstjumping 
to conclusions! 


Philosophy ano the Fine Arts 

Under the expression “fine arts” are to be understood such human 
productions as poems, musical compositions, pictures, statues, 
buildings, etc. — ^works which are intended to be beautiful, or enjoy* 
able merely in the contemplation of them, quite apart from any 
usefulness they may have as instruments of some end beyond them- 
selves A building, for example, may be useful as a residence or as a 
house of w’orship, or a vase as something to hold floivers in; and yet 
it may give one pleasure just to look at such an object without 
making any use of it whatever. And as for pictures, statues, poems, 
and pieces of music, they may be utterly useless, and yet tremendously 
enjoyable to look at or hsten to. 

It is a curious fact that though practically all ivriters on the general 
problems of philosophy discuss at let^h the relations between 
philosophy and the sciences, and though most of these give con- 
siderable attention also to the relations betiveen philosophy and 
religion, the parallel question regardii^ philosophy and the fine arts 
IS apt to be entirely neglected, and the only art which seems ever 
even to be mentioned in this connection is poetry. Now we can easily 
understand why poetry should be favoured above the other arts in 
this matter, and shall later give speoal consideration to this relation- 
ship ; but the broader question is quite as important as any which w c 
have yet discussed. 
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At the outset let it be agreed that many works of art seem to have 
no philosophical significance whatever, and so do not bear upon our 
problem. Many paintings, for example, are mere patterns in line 
and colour, many poems or pieces of music merely rhythmic 
sequences of tones or articulate sounds. But notwithstanding this, 
there is a vast field of art which does have philosophical significance 
(such as, for example, the types of poetry knowm as "reflective” and 
"didactic” poetry), and if we examme these works I thmk we shall 
find that, like rehgion, they manifest the same point of view as technical 
philosophy as distinguished from that of science — i.e. interest m 
meanings, purposes, and values: in the synoptic view’ of things; and 
in reality as distinguished from mere appearances. Much fine art is, 
as we have just acknowledged, a matter of “surface appearance,” as 
it is sometimes called — sensuous patterns, reflections of fight, etc. ; 
but the more profound forms go far beneath this surface into the mner 
meanings of things. And even w hen a given w ork is concerned entirely 
with surface appearances, its beauty, even if merely sensuous beauty, 
is not merely a fact about a picture or a poem — as is, for example, the 
fact that the picture is painted in oils, or that the poem is composed 
m iambic hexameters — but a value which the work has for an 
appreciative observer or reader. 

It is this relationship that Aristotle had in mind when he said, 
"poetry is more philosophical than history ” In this saying, "poetry" 
is used as representative of all that we have called the fine arts, and 
"history" is s>’nonymous with all the merely descriptive sciences, 
and the proposition asserts {among other things which do not now 
concern us), as we have done, that of these three interests, art is 
nearer to philosophy than is science 

As in our earher section we instituted a comparison between the 
ordinary person, the scientist, and the philosopher in the matter of 
knowledge; so now let us similarly illustrate the respective attitudes 
of these three types of indiv’iduals toward nature, making use of two 
famihar poems for this purpose 

The plain man is well represented by Peter Bell, of whom 
Wordsworth tells us 

A primrose by a river’s brim 

A yellow pmnrose was to him. 

And It was nothing more 

He had always called that yellow thmg that grew by the side of the 
river a primrose His father had always called it that before he was 
bom, and hts father before him, so why make a fuss about it' 

The botanist teUs us a good deal more about it. In the first place, 
he does not call it simply a yellow primrose, but gives it a far more 
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impressive name — Primula wdgarxs, of the family Primtilaceae. It has 
spoon-shaped, deeply veined leaves, he tells us, and bears its blossoms 
on single-flowered scapes. Its corolla is salver-shaped, divided into 
five lobes, with five stamens inclnded. He groups it among the 
gamopetalous angiospermae, and traces its origin for us to more 
primitive forms. And when he is through, we sigh, thank him 
graciously, and say, not unlike Peter Bell, “well, what of it after all!” 

Then comes the philosopher, with his synoptic viewpoint, and 
exclaims with Tennyson, 

Flower m the crannied wall, 

I pluck you Out of the crannies, 

I hold you here, root and all, in my hand, 

Little flower — ^but if I could understand 
What you are. root and all, and all m all, 

1 should know what God and man is. 

And even though it is true that many philosophers would repudiate 
any hteral acceptance of the ideas expressed in this poem, the lines 
nevertheless represent a philosophical, as distinguished from an 
ordinary or a scientific attitude toward nature. The philosopher does 
not simply accept the flower without asking questions, nor does he 
merely try to teU us all the facts that he can discover about it, but be 
asks about its meaning and its place in the universe. And, be it noted, 
it is the ordmary and the philosophical points of view that most 
naturally find expression in poetry — the botanist w’ould find the 
language of the artist quite inappropriate for expressing what he has 
to say. 

Now let us see hoie philosophy and fine art differ. Most essentially 
they differ (i) as to the Ideal at which each aims, the supreme value 
by which each is estimated. For philosophy (as also for science and 
for religion) this ideal is Truth, which by nature expresses itself in 
propositions; for fine art the ideal is Beauty, whose nature it is to 
express itself in material forms — A%ords, tones, colours, masses, eti^ 
There are a number of profound concepts of the human mind which 
are of interest alik e to the philosopher and the artist — Life, Death, 
Love, Nature, God. These are distinctly philosophical ideas, and yet 
the mere naming of them will recall to the thoughtful reader at once 
any number of instances of W’orks of art which have taken one or 
more of these ideas as their subject. We may mention, for example, 
Hamlet’s famous soliloquy on hfe and death ; or the representations 
of the conflict between love and death in the painting by G. F. Wat s 
denominated Love and Death, and in the music of Wagner s grea 
lyric drama, Tristan und Isolde, especially the closing passage. 

And yet see how differently phflosopher and artist treat these grea 
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themes. In each case the philosopher is interested solely in the ideas 
themselves, the artist is interested also in their material expression. 
Both are interested in the ideas; but whereas this is the philosopher’s 
sole concern, it is also a concern of the artist to express these ideas in 
outwardly pleasing forms. In Watts's picture, for example, the con- 
flict between love and death is symbolized by two figures— one tall 
and fully draped, its features hidden, representing Death, forcing 
his way through a door, and the other. Love, represented by a naked 
youth facing the observer, and trying vninly with outstretched arm 
to prevent his opponent from accomplishing his purpose. All this is 
done "beautifully,” as we say, through intrinsically pleasing lines, 
colours, and representations of natural objects; and the artist is at 
least as interested in these outward forms as he is in the ideas 
symbolized thereby. 

A philosophical theory, therefore, is a system of abstract ideas 
(concepts or "universals”) only: though the philosopher must needs 
use outward fonns (words) to record and communicate these ideas, 
these words are not parts of the theory, but expressions of it merely. 
A work of art, on the other hand, is a system of ideas expressed in 
concrete material form; the ideas may be abstract universals (love, 
death, etc.), but they are symbolized by means of concrete indi- 
viduals (as the two figures m Watts’s picture), and these out\vard 
forms are actually elements lu the work of art itself. 

A second distinction between philosophy and fine art parallels the 
third one drawn above between phflosophy and rebgion, viz.. 
(2) philosophy, like science, is refiecUve—o. matter of reasoning and 
argument; fine art, like rehgion (and common sense), is \ntmtive — a 
matter of imagination ("insight," "vision*’) rather than reasonmg, 
an expression of feelmg rather than of intellectual argument In the 
words of Browning’s Abt Vogler, 

The rest xnay reason an^ -welcome, 'tis we musicians know 
Philosophers may argue and confute one another, scientists may 
analyse and classify; but through it all the artist, the poet, the 
musician, like the mystic and the man of faith, remains serene and 
confident — he sees fox himself, be knoiesl 

At the beginning of this section it was pomted out that of the 
various fine arts, foetry is the one most closely allied to philosophy. 
The reason for this is clear enough — that both philosophy and poetry 
make use of uords as their media of expression. Many great men of 
past and present combine the two interests of philosopher and poet — 
notably Lucretius the ancient Roman, Dante the medieval Itahan, 
and Goethe the modem German — called by George Santayana, 
himself a poet as well as a philosopher, the "Three Philosophical 
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Poets,” and discussed by him in a book by that title. Of more recent 
poets of the English tongue n-e recall especially, perhaps, such ones 
as Robert Bro^v'ning and Ralph Waldo Emerson. All of these, with 
the possible exception of Lucretius,* we think of as primarily poets, 
but poets of a distinctly philosophical t5rpe of mind. 

Then there are those others whom we think of as philosophers first 
of all, but philosophers of a l5uical type, noted as much for their 
literary style as for their philosophical ideas: most honoured for his 
supremacy in this combination of excellences is Plato, whose 
dialogues are literary as well as philosophical masterpieces; and 
among contemporary writers, Mr. Santayana, already cited for his 
book on the three poet-philosophers, should certainly be included in 
the same category. In contrast to such philosophers as Plato and 
Santayana one thinks of their equally great respective contem- 
poranes, Aristotle* and Whitehead , 3 as pre-eminent in the field of 
thought, but hardly so in the field of letters. Similar contrasts might 
be drawn betw een such alluring wnters as Descartes and Berkeley on 
the one hand, and the more formal Spinoza and Kant on the other; 
or, among the great German foUowere of Kant, the literary Schopen- 
hauer and the profound but far from charming Hegel. It is true that 
none of the philosophers named in the present paragraph couched 
their idesLS in the language of verse; but prose literature at its best is 
also a fine art, and thinkers who are able to present their thoughts in 
attractive prose deserve, along with their poetical brethren, to be 
called artists. 

Taking poetry, then, as the fine art nearest alhed to philosophy, 
what are the outstanding differences between these? These differences 
will, of course, be merely apphcations of the differences already noted 
betiveen philosophy and the fine arts in general to the specific 
conditions of the distinctive medium of poetry — i.e. differences in 
the use of words, (i) To the poet, words are essential elements of his 
art, ends in themselves as well as means of convej'ing ideas ; whereas 
to the philosopher they are means only — ^necessary for recording and 
communicating his ideas, but of no interest in themselves. As a 
natiuul consequence of this distinction there follows another: (2) the 

’ It IS hard to say ^shether ^\e sboald call Lucretius a "philosophical post 
or a "poet philosopher " The present ■writer would rather prefer to say the 
latter — that, apart from some of the earhest philosophers, ■who also iriote 
metrically, Lucretius is the one examine in history of a philosopher of the 
first rank who presented his ideas 10 masterly verse. 

* At least this is true of the mam body of the works of Aristotle which have 
survived We are told, houever, that he did ■wnte other ■works of real literarj' 
quabty. 

J I do not, of course, mean for a moment to deny that Professor Whitehead s 
wntmgs often do possess real hteiaiy charm, •when their author is not taking 
his duties as a philosopher too seno^y. 
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philosophical poet endeavours to express his ideas in as beautiful 
forms (words and sequences of words) as possible, when necessary 
sacrificing accuracy and ^’stematic presentation to style and 
emotional expression; \\hereas the technical philosopher makes truth 
his chief concern, even at the expense of style and emotional appeal. 
Because of this contrast in aim and emphasis, verse, with its extensive 
use of concrete imagery’, is the preferi^ medium of the former tj^pe 
of writer; whereas the language of the technical philosopher tends to 
be decidedly “prosaic" (not to say, "prosy”) and abstract. 

On the matter of the interdependence of philosophy and fine art 
nothing novel appears to be said, since the situation here is precisely’ 
analogous to that beti\een philosophy and religion. Aesthetic 
experience — the experience of the artist, the art lover, and the lover 
of nature — like religious e.xperience, contnbutes data for the philo- 
sopher to develop; and. conversely, as we have seen all ^ong, 
philosophy contributes profound ideas to the artist, and irithout 
philosophy art might easily fall into triWality. But on the whole it 
must be confessed that this interrelation is not so important as m 
the cases of science and of religion. 
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PHILOSOPHICAL SURVEY 
PHILOSOPHY IN GERMANY 
PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 

It is not the purpose of a Survey to give a detailed analj-sis of certain books 
like a single review, but rather to draw the attention of the reader to works 
of some importance and use to him, and to indicate, if possible, some general 
trends of thought of to-day WTiereas our last survey was devoted to Phil- 
osophy of History. \\ e take under review to-day some books on the Philosophy 
of Nature, that is philosophy of physics, chemistry, and biology, and we 
finish i\ ith some historical books on the subject. 

In doing so. i\ e notice first of all a quite different situation. \Miile Philosophy 
of Historj’. still in its Pre-Copenucan stage, tnes to establish a real basis 
and to find fundamental notions of history, the philosophy of physics is faced 
with di^erent problems Here, on the contTMy, the tradifaonal concepts, 
denved from a former stage of physics and established m the classical sptem 
of modem phj’sics and m the corresponding philosophical systems from 
Descartes to Kant and their followers, are no longer vabd The internal 
transfonnation. of physics is so far-reaching that philosophers are at a loss 
to knoiv either what to make of it or how to keep their old standpoint and 
concepts, accommodating them to the new' situation in physics, or finally 
how to change their own pomt of neiv 
There is no better introduction mto the present situation of physics than 
A Einstem’s and L Infeld’s new book.»which gives a thrilling account of the 
dramatic development of modem physics from Galileo up to the present 
It IS philosophically important because it concentrates on the chief mterMl 
philosophical impulses and intuitions at work in modem physics. It 
with Galileo and wntb the development and well-known breakdown of Mechan- 
ism (cp Our New Pathways tn Philosophy, Leipzig, 1929. PP 5 )• 
Emstem’s view the flew and revolutionary idea replacing the old 
idea IS the conception of the field Faraday, Maxwell, and Hertz ® 

foundation of a neiv programme of field-physics which, however, has been 
only partly realized owmg to the impossibihty of excludmg the concept o 
matter Out of this field-physics the problem of the theory of relaU'^'ly arose 
It IS a well known fact that m this theory a second set of absolute enti es 
those of absolute tune and space, have been replaced by new concepts u 
the mteresting point is that the general theory of relativity m puttmg e 
problem of the formulation of laws which are invariant regardmg ^ possi e 
co-ordmate systems, is much closer to the classical theory than seetne o 
be the case at the time of its first appearance In fact the developmcn 
physics IS seen here not as the destruction of one theory by another, 
rather as a wider generalization embracmg the earlier form Nature is 
still the unity of invariant laws which, though changing their form m di 
systems of co-ordinates, are nevertheless identical Thus the j 

substance persists in the notion of absolute law But this unity of nature 
this concept of law is just what is questioned in the much more revolution y 

' Physik ttls Abentiuer der EtkennSnts, h W SijHioff. Leiden. 193^' 
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formula of J v. Neumann’s quantum mechanical traDsformation theory, he 
arrives at a new kind of scientific detenraiusm He states that the inapplic- 
ability of the classical form of causality has nothing to do mth indeterminism 
in the usual sense of the word, but is a consequence of the complementality. 
Thus in a remarkable manner these inteipretations, hke those of Planck, 
Einstein, and Louis de Broglie (Travaux du IX” Congr. Int. d. Philos., Pans, 
1937)1 come to the same negative conclusion that there is no indeterminism 
in physics But the causal problem itself remains unsolved and complicated 
It demands probably more than a mete formal transformation of the principle 
of causahty, namely, a change of our epistemological attitude towards nature, 
and probably a change of logic also The principle of causality, even if merely 
regulative, cannot be a modal pnnciple (because the problems of possibility, 
reaUty, and necessity are specific and not to be identified with the problem 
of reason) On the other hand, it loses its specific meaning if identified with 
the tendency towards a systematic nnity of our knowledge Real problems 
are not solved if they are replaced by others (thus Mach did not give a solution 
by replacing causality by function) The problem of causality cannot be solved 
if not taken as part of the wider problem of “reason” (Grund), and without 
distinguishing di 0 erent meanings of reason The confusion of the problem 
regardmg quantum mechanics seems to arise from the fact that two difierent 
meanings of reason, ratto essendi and ratio (Ognoseendt are not distinguished. 
That we are not able to follow the fate of a single atom or determine at the 
same time its space-time and velocity only means that we arrive at the limit 
of the method of ratio cognoscendt. and that If we try to describe this sphere 
in terms of the concepts of macro-physics we are mistaken But it does not 
mean that there is no raho essends of any kind The philosophically most 
important Consequences of this theory are the demands for a trans- 
formation of our concept of the law of nature and of logic. I may perhaps 
draw the attention of the reader to a paper of Gonseth on the law of nature 
and to another one of Zygmunt Zawrski, who tnes to apply in an interesting 
manner Lukasieincz's logic of more than two values (mehrwertige Logik) to 
the problem concerned (both in Crkennlms. vol. vi) 

Alwin Mittasch's book on Catalysis and Determinism* leads into a different, 
but still cognate, field, namely, into the philosophy of chemistry. Causality 
figures again as the central problem. His general thesis is that causality as 
a form of sjmthetic order of our impressions after the pnnciple of cause and 
effect assumes different forms corresponding to various levels of being 
M. distmguishes a material causahty of preservation (E.K.), an impulse 
causality (Anstoss-Kausalitat, A K., a causality initiating certain evolutions), 
the physiological — ^biological stimulus — causality (R K ), the totality-causahty 
likewise biological (G K ), the psycho-ph^ical and psychical causality 
(S K ), all of which are embraced in a universal causahty with plan and aim 
(N.K.). His special thesis is that chemical catalysis is a special kind oi 
impufse-causality. This general scheme, I admit, is very rough, but nevertfie- 
less not without interest His chief idea that we must formulate the principle 
of causality lu a different manner according to different objects is not new, 
it IS the central idea of Schopenhauer’s important essay On the fourfold root 
of the principle of sufficient reason It is moreover the basis of Anstotie’s dis- 
tinction of the different meanings of alrfa New only is its application to the 
present stage of science But it is not worth while to explain his distinctions 
because they are not exact enough. 

The most interesting part is that on catalysis, because Mittasch is an 
authority on this subject, and has published several books and papers on 
> Kttlatyse und DeltranHtsmut, Springer, Berlm, 1939- 
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catalysis in chemistry and biology It is astonishing that the phenomenon 
itsell IS ambiguous We often hear, say Do notinterpret, describe, and explain. 
Dilthey even beheved the methods of natural science to be description and 
explanation, that of history in t e rpr e ta tion Now Berzelius sees the chief 
characteristic of a catalyser m its causing chemical processes which would not 
occur without it. others see it in its exercismg an accelerating influence. 
M mtroduces a new point of view defining catalysers as determining direction 
and velocity of chemical reactions (he means fey direction the choice of a 
specific reaction). 

This defimtion or this interpretation of the phenomenon induces JI to 
mtroduce a new kind of catalytic causality I discuss only this point, which 
IS of some philosophical importance, recommendmg the pages on the different 
kmds of catalysis, and on the special form of its reaction to the especially 
mterested reader M. beheves chemical causaht) to be a typical preservation- 
causality finding Its complement m the catalytic unpulse-causahty Now, 
I am afraid. I must disappoint the author For he does not see that every 
kmd of so-called "forces" in influencmg anv sjstem determines its direction 
and velocity, or better, acceleration It is highly superfluous to introduce 
any "directmg forces" {vis directivae) mto the explanation of nature because 
every one of the so-called forces is m itself directtonal Thus magnetic, gravi- 
tational, electric "forces," etc , alwaj's determine direction (This is, by the 
way, one of the strongest arguments against the introduction of teleological 
causes into the mterpretation of inorganic or o^amc nature ) Granted that 
M.'s descnption and definition be right (a description which we, being no 
specialists m this subject, are unable to judge) it would be quite as sensible 
to introduce a causalitj* of magnetism, gravitation, electricity, etc. But that 
would be senseless Scientiae non sunt augmentandae praeier necessitatem 

If thus the general thesis of the book lacks precision and the special thesis 
IS mistaken, the book nevertheless, through the anal>sis of catalysis, has 
value as one of the rare papers on the philosophy of chemistry written by 
authorities on chemistry. 

Going on we note that the present situation of Philosophy of Orgoiue 
Nature falls somewhere between philosophy of physics and philosophy of 
historj' On the one hand, older theories and concepts have to be overcome 
as m physics, and on the other band new concepts must be mtroduced as m 
history Kurt Goldstem’s book The Structure of the Organism^ is important 
because the author develops the first biological Ceslall-theory wrthout identify- 
ing himself with the psyehologica] Gestalt-theory with which, however, he 
IS closely cormected 

The author is a neurologist, formerly Professor at Frankfurt and Berlm, 
now m New York, and has had great experience of bram lesions His theory 
of the orgamsm is unique in bemg mainly based on these experiences This 
IS its strength as well as its weakness It would be lair to characterize this 
biology' as totahtanan (Ganzbeitsbiolt^), and there is more than a mere 
external relation between the totalitanau tendencies m biology and in politics. 
His chief idea (corresponding m a certain respect to the tendencies of Holism 
and Orgamcism m this country) is that every reaction of the orgamsm is a 
reaction of the whole body, and not only of a part of it Therefore he opposes 
absolutely any attempt to build up the organism out of single reflexes or out 
of any parts 

This reactmg organism follows a biolc^cal law which is a formal principle 
of reaction it is only because every change caused through the stimuh of the 
outer world is m “adequate" tune reduced to an "adequate" mean level 
■ Dct A ufbau dcs Or^nismas, Sijhoff, Haag, 1934 
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that It preserves its formal chief character, its relative constancy which is a 
guarantee for its existence as -well as for its reCOgmzabUitj’ (p. 349) This law 
(m ■which "adequate" means as much as "natural to this specific organism’’) 
imphes more than it seems to imply at first sight, namely, (i) the prindple of 
least action which I believe is of great importance m oi^anlc nature (meaning 
in this case that every* change is readjusted m the amplest economical 
manner). (2) the law of compensation (that every disturbance of organic 
balance is foDowed by a return to it), (3) the idea that the constancy of an 
orgamsm is based on an equihbnum natural to this specific being, and on a 
natural tendency towards it (cp Deutsche Zextschnft fur NenenhetDiuftde, 
Leipng, 1929, vol 109. pp rfl) 

Thus this theory is a kind of reodtre theory of life It does not start from the 
organism as actmg, but as reactmg body It beheves that to the basic law 
corresponds a basic biological process and a basic biological function the 
same throughout the whole nervous system and probably the whole organism. 
Consequently its chief distmctions are an organism reactmg in the r^ht 
manner (reactmg adequately), or in a wrong manner (catastrophically), or 
generally "to be in order" and "to be m disorder ’’ The development of the 
organism may therefore be described as passing from order to order, or from 
catastrophe to catastrophe (I wonder what a vnolet may think about tins 
description of its ble) If we restrict the author’s descnptioas to the human 
orgamsm we find interesting remarks about the change of the function of 
the organism through lesion EUaess arises if an organism is changed in such 
a way that it reacts catastrophically in its normal surroundings. Thia book 
deserves the attention ot all mterested m the Philosophy of the Organism, 
because, wntten by a biologist of high philosophical culture, it contains much 
first-hand observation and formulation of biological facts, and. e g , a new 
theory of the nerv oua system, and because it sees biological and psj-chological 
phenomena in their intercoonectioo (an attitude as necessary as rare among 
biologists) It IS even mteresting in its errors (e g m the thesis that being is 
always positive, that nature does not know negabve elements; 1 leave it to 
the reader to explain why a statement of this kmd is meaningless). But it 
gives only one side of the picture; the reactive conception of life must be 
completed by an active one And notwithstanding the protest of the author, 
analysis and synthesis are always connected, and the transition from the 
whole to the parts is only the one side which again must be completed through 
the transition from the parts to the whole. After all, every great progress in 
natural science has been linked up with the discovery of basic elements. 
Whether this basic clement of biology ba< already been found m the author s 
arch-enemy, the reflex, the future -will decide The Gestalt-school is right in 
denying the organism to be a mere aggregate of parts, but it may be an 
mtegration Probably biological mtegratioa and diflerenbatioD 'will be found 
one day to be as mtunately connected as they are in mathematics 

It may be relevant to add some remarks on books related to the Instory 
of the subject Worth mentioning is the Bibliographia Keplertana,' because 
it is a comprehensive bibliography of Kepler, and because to ev’ery reahy 
penetratmg historical study a good bibln^phy is the first presupposition. 
The drawback of this book is that it is more and less than a real bibhogiaphy. 
It IS more in so far as it adds explanatory remarks about the content of the 
books and their relation to Kepler’s life These tcmarks are surely useful to 
many readers, but are of course re s tn ct ed in length, and cannot contain a 
thorough analysis It gives more by adding facsimiles of the titles of the first 
editions; they are very mce to look at, nsefo! -perhaps to hbrarians, but not 
» Verlag, C. H. Bede, Muncheu, I 9 J 6 . 
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necessary' Finally, the hbranes are added nhich possess these editions, but 
the hst IS incomplete, omittmg, among others, the Enghsh hbranes The 
Bodleian, e g . possesses the pamphlet No 36 on the four Satelhtes of Jupiter, 
together ^th the dissertation "De Nnncio Sidereo,” and wth the wonderful 
motto of Alcinous He has to be free in his mmd who wishes to philosophize 
Consequently all the conclusions drawn on p 60 from the non-existence of 
this edition are without foundation The work is less than a bibhography by 
giinng nearly always the generally ^'e^y long titles m abridged form, and thus 
omittmg sometimes xery mteresting details, and chiefly by omittmg the 
Manuscnpt-remains which here (like m many other cases) are indispensable 
It is now one of the jokes of history that the bulk of Kepler’s MSS remams 
was bought on the advice of L Euler by the Empress Catherme of Russia, 
and IS m the librarj’ of the observatory of Pulkowo ^Vhe^eas the last monu- 
mental edition of E Ch Fnsch brought much new material from these sources, 
the unpublished material of this new bibhography is very scarce, consisting 
of a catalogue m Kepler's own hand (1622), which, however, is incomplete 
The value of the new edition of Kepler’s works, of which already one volume 
has been published, about which we are unable to judge because we have 
not seen it. depends entirely on the question whether these MSS are at the 
disposal of the editors or not If not, I am afraid, this new edition cannot be 
a definitive one, and may be an improvement upon the last great edition, 
and upon the new matenal pubhsbed m the meantime, onlv 10 minor pomts 
Here, as m ev erj kind of scientific work, the principle must be all or nothing 
Of minor importance is a small book of Ajuiehese Maier about Mechamsvt 
tn the Seienfeenlh Century,' tmng to show how complicated and how strongly 
Its development was mfluenced bv speculation She treats of Gassendi, Galileo, 
Digbj’, Hobbes, Descartes Malebranche, Huvghens Ivewton, Leibmz Bojle, 
and Locke If this paper leads back to an interpretation which is definitely 
ruled out by the development of physics, R Homgsw aid's more important 
study of the Thinkers of the Italian Renatssawe^ goes back to a still earlier 
stage of modem Philosophy of Nature, although it takes it merely as part 
of the universal philosophy of the Renaissance This he beheves concentrates 
on three central ideas method, historical source, and personality The concen- 
tration on problems is an advantage for tbe analysis of the problems, but a 
disadvantage for the understanding of persons To label, eg, Leonardo as 
Platomst does not I am afraid, do justice to his ongmahty (cp oxit Leonardo's 
theory of the tistble iLorld, Revue pMosophique, 1936) 

We conclude wuth a short remark on Hetnnch Scholz, History of Logic i 
The importance of Scholz is that he maintains the tradition of symbolic logic 
m Germany He publishes in the above-named Proceedmgs of the Fries 
School an mterestmg article on Bolzano' s Theory of Science Not only this 
article, but Bolzano himself deserves the study of all senous students of 
logic The short history of logic is valuable because, from the jwmt of view 
of symbohc logic, it throws new hght on the historical development of logic, 
and contams some mterestmg historical remarks and bibliographical notes 
On the whole, the reader would wish to see more tacts and fewer judgments, 
e\ en the symbolic logic is here defended rather than expounded 

Thus the whole field of Philosophy of Nature (includmg physics, chemistry", 
biology) and its relations to epistemolt^y and logic is full of problems which 
cannot be wuthout mfluence on the further development of philosophy If 
any"one should ask us to characterize the present relation of philosophy to 

■ Die ilechmisieruns des TV lUbtlds im 17, Jahrkunderi, Meiner, Lemg, 1938 

* Denver der li^ienisclien Senatssanee, Hans zum Basel, 1938. 

3 GesckuhU der Legit, Junker nnd Doenoliaupt, Berlin. 
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nature in one word, I believe it must be the same as that which characterizes 
phj*sics of to-day: disharmony, whereas the corresponding relation in the 
cases of Galileo, Descartes, Leibmz, Kant, who themsehes were in one person 
philosophers and scientists, was harmony. To them nature as well as science 
of nature was one; the law of continuity established in Leibniz’s sj-stem the 
harmony of the universe. Ko gulf existed between the human understanding 
and nature That now all this is changed is by no means chance For philo- 
sophy IS an expression of man. and the relation of philosophy to natare is 
based on the ration of man to nature. Yet in the de\*elopment of modem 
thought man lost first God, then Man, and final]3’ Nature Proceeding from 
discovery to discovery, he is left with nothing but a sj-stem of highly 
develops empty s\Tntels which, he is now told, do not re\-eal to him anj'tiiiag 
about nature, but only about his knowledge, or even his mere language 
about nature 

Therefore to-day’s philosophy of nature expresses either the loss of nature 
and its umtj’, or the desire to regain it, and the trend of thought, not openly 
confessed but secretly felt, is: d la recherche de la nature perdue. 

F. H. HEINEUiXU. 
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Crthcal Realism Studies in the Philosophy of Mind and Saime By G Dawes 
Hicks (London Macmillan & Co 1938. Pp. xxiv + 346 Price 15s 
net ) 

\Vhen a Bnton or an American speaks nowadays of philosophical “realism” 
he refers principally and usually to the philosophies that Moore’s Refutation 
of Idealism and the New Realism of the American sextet did so much to 
stimulate if not e\en to inaugurate in the early years of the present century 
This tendency may conceal the fact that there had been a persistent realistic 
trend in European philosophy m the later nmeteenth century, despite the 
general dominance of opposing theories, and that the movement was British 
as well as continental Men like Adamson and Hobbouse sponsored it, and, 
especially from Adamson's pen. it was "cntical ’ m the histonca! as well as 
m the obvious sense In other words, it was prepared to follow (although it 
ivas anxious to amend) the Kanhan tradition and was not like McTaggart 
(despite his Hegehanism), Moore. Russell, or Whitehead, deliberately “pre* 
critical" m its outlook. 

In his modest introduction, Mr Dawes Hicks claims affiliation with this 
movement I would not wrong him if I called him a second Adamson, unless 
the statement was carelessly supposed to mean that be set to w ork in leadmg- 
stnngs That is certainly not the case His work is most definitely his own, and 
if it IS "cntical’ both in the bistoncal and m the obvious sense, the reason is 
that the author has come to adopt that attitude alter prolonged and very 
extensive as well as \ery precise acquamtance w'lth the major philosophies 
of many epochs and cultures He is ''cntical" by conviction — a learned 
Kantian m no danger of becoming water>lc^ged in the marshes of East 
Prussia, willmg and eager to navigate his cntical realism in the tncky currents 
of the present age IncidentaJly he bad anticipated the Amencan ’critical 
realists” in his choice of that title, and his attitude m philosophy is quite 
distinct from theirs 

For many years now, Mr Dawes Hicks has developed his philosophy and 
epistemology in occasional papers dealing with their sahent themes, and has 
shown the greatest care as weU as an almost inexhaustible patience at each 
step in his task A selection of these papers is printed here together with an 
introduction, and one paper hitherto nnpublished In the result we have what 
IS very' neazly a sj’stecMtic treatise 00 epjstemolc^y,. and vwy definitely, a 
unified exposition The catena of essays (whose ongiaal dates of publication 
extended from 1916 to 1934) has not required much alteration and treats 
systematically of perception, imagination, conception, matter, force, and 
nature, sometimes through the criticism of others, sometimes by the most 
direct methods It is to be regretted, I think, that the book does not contain 
an independent essay upon the nature of mind, for Mr Dawes Hicks has 
wmtten on that subject too, and it is a subject that (naturally) pervades his 
epistemology His exphcit treatment of this general subject, in the present 
volume, however, is pnncipally to be found m the bnef statements of § 7 of 
Essay IX (Essay IX, as a whole, hardly suffices, bemg a polemic agamst Mr 
Broad’s theory of a “psychic factor”) Apart from this di^ppointment. how- 
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ever, there is little to rinriini^Ti our satisfaction inth the solidity and the 
cumulative impressiveness of these essays Essay XI (on lldnong) . it is tree, 
stands a little apart from the rest, but it is a very valuable expoation of 
Meinong’s epistemology. The ggicludmg e^y (XII) comparing Spinoza 
with Leibmz may reasonablj’ be regarded as an epilogue concerning natural 
theology — an appropriate culmination for any senons philosophy. 

As I ha\e said, l»Ir pawes Hichs’s methods are frequently direct although 
sometimes be prefers to proceed less directly through the cnticum of others. 
1 shall not here say ver^’ much about Ins employment of the more indirect 
method (e g his essays upon Bradley’s and Eddington’s account of "nature,” 
or upon Mr Stace's subjectnnsm), exnqrt to remark that few contemporary 
writers show an equal mastery of theories they oppose or are equally successful 
in achie-v-ing the reahtv as w^ as the appearance of fairness I shall, however, 
attempt to make some bnef obseivations upon Mr Dawes ICcks’s episte- 
mology and upon some of its distinctions from other types of "realism" or 
of what IS commonly accounted such 

As It seems to me. Mr Dawes Hicts is so far Kantian that he believes that 
our acquaintance with reahty must alwax-s be senson-conceptual, and also 
that the pnncipal task of epistemologv is to analyse what is meant by the 
awareness of an "ohiect ” He is not a Kanban m so far as Kantianism lends 
support to the caricature that an ‘object” is a manufartured article com- 
posed of '‘gii-en ■ sense-elements stuck together with transcendental glue. 
"Sensa” (so-called) are. for him. not yjfe« objects and, indeed, are not objects 
at all None of them is an etwas to which thought may be gencUet. For him 
they are not eten entities that should be called "appearances" but the "watn 
m which a thing is apprehended” (p 29) 

On tins cardinal point Mr Dawes Hicks is empbatic^y at odds with the 
Cambridge realists or quasi realists (snpposmg the appellation to be approm- 
mately correct) It seems clear that he may be right It need not be supposed, 
e g , that the hauts of observation m any given instance, impose an objective 
boundarj', and when Mr Dawes Hicks foUows Ward in his general analjma 
of the perceptual situation and Tnaiptaing that perception is best described 
as a process of discmmaation capable of imprcrvement (that is to say, capable 
of mcer discrimination) there are many who would agree with him and so 
would deny that each refinement m discerning implies the emergence of a 
new natural etxas a “sensum " The> would allow, m short, that some reputed 
■ objects ’ are not objects but they might want to know ralier more about 
what an object is According to Ward "the presentational continuum” formed 
the totum objecHtum within which the discnmination took place Such, as I 
gather, is not Mr Dawes Hicks’s view He bdjeves in dynamic substances, 
but his repeated exposition of a Wardian analysis of the process of perception 
(both he and Ward being ueo-Kantians of a kind) does not [I think) carry 
him very far, and a "way” of manifestation is not v'ery exphdt. It reminds 
me uncomfortably of the Humian (and Cartesian) term a "manner” — not 
very difierent from a je ne sajs gum I ^ould like to see a definition of a 
"way ” 

Another respect m which Mr Dawes Hicks differs from many contemporary 
"reahsts” or quasi-realists is his free and habitual use of the term ’'content 
m his epistemological analysis He beeves ex antmo in "contents” with regard 
to perception, imagery, and conc^titai, tie sprinkles his pa^gw liberally 
with the term This pervasiv e use of the term on his part prevents one's Mo- 
ments upon it from bemg merdy fussy, or from descendmg to paltry ia“- 
dentals „ 

There are, it appears (p 92) no less ttian three distinct sets of "contents 
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thought, or in other words a content apprehended (corresponding to the so- 
called ‘presentation’ or 'appearance' m sense-perception).” It is therefore a 
E-content and we are wraroed on the preceding page that it is not a C-content 
(which is "a mental state of conceivmg”). Nevertheless, we are also told 
(p 135) that a concept is a “product of thought." Therefore that which has 
C-contents can produce that which has B-contents. This seems to me to be 
very odd. For B-contents (be it remembered) are characteristics of the object. 
]ust as much as A-contents are ‘They are a selection from the totality of 
A-contents (1 e charactenstics) Smce a universal, ex hypolhest, may be the 
w hole A-content in the case, there need be no room for the distinction betw een 
A contents and B-contents. In that case, therefore, the concept and tie 
umversal should comcide, and mental acts would produce A-content. 

I have no space for further comments on a scale proportionate to work of 
this high quality In a cursory way. howrever, I should like to commend the 
essay on "The dynamic aspect of nature" to the reader’s careful attention 
I have to confess that I find this essay more illuminating regardmg the aigu- 
ments that should be avoided in this connection (by psychologists, physicists, 
and philosophers) than in its positive pronouncements on what force and 
cohesion m nature actually are , but the negative paths are badly >n need of 
lighting, and when they are Ut the truth may be rolling about at our feet. As 
I have said, I should hke to have seen an independent essay, or several inde- 
pendent essays, upon the nature of the human mind It seems to me that the 
doctnne of '‘contents’* on p 241 might give way under pressure, and that 
many of Mr Dawes Hicks's emphatic assertions about our kaowWge of the 
characteristics of mental acts are dubiously consistent with what setas to 
me to be the Kantianism of bis philosophy of the mind itself. But to ask for 
more in this way is liker sheer greed than a justifiable complamt agauist 
lenten fare at the WTong time of year 

John Lajrd. 


The Degrees 0/ Knowledge By Jacques Mariimn. Translated from the second 
revised and augmented French edition by Bernard Wall and Margot R 
Adamson (New York Charles Scnbner's Sons. ip^B. Pp. xviu -f 475 
Price $6 00 ) 

An Enghsb translation of M Mantam's chief work on Epistemology is 
eminently desirable, and we w-ish that the volume before us met the need 
tVe are not here concerned wnth the masterly and subtle, perhaps over-subtle, 
adaptation of St Thomas’s philosophy to the vastly increased store of 
knowledge available to the world to-day. that forms the theme of Les degree de 
Satoir, nor with the interest that M Mantain's learned and e.vbaustive study 
is bound to excite m the thinking public His work has been accessible m 
French for several years, and has roused deserved attention, especially by 
its handling of the Thoimstic theory of knowledge in relation to contemporary 
mathematical and physical advances and by its penetrating analj’sis of 
Christian mystical ejcpenencc Our bnsmess Is solely with the adequacy of 
this translation M hlaritain is not an easy writer, even when we read him 
in the original The difficulties ansing from the nature of his subject are 
increased by his coinage of a peculiar terminology (e g intellection uno' 
nodUque, dtanodhque. penno/itque) and by his complex and lengthy sentenc« 
We are not complaining of M. Mantmn; he is well within bis nghts. and he 
never uses hard words without giving an explanation of their meaning But 
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these idiosyncrasies of sts’le and presentment make his book hard to translate, 
and a translation that heightens the difhcnlty of the original is of httle servnce 
to the English reader. We wish we could recommend the present % eision, but 
to do so IS be3 ozid the scope of our cbanty. The translators hai e made a 
gallant eflort to achie\ e what is weUmgh impossible, i e to follow M Mantam’s 
sentences hterally, presemng the punctnation and structure of the origmal 
without modification The result is that their version is artificial and obscure 
WTiat IS worse is that it is bj' no means accurate, especially m the more 
difficult chapters, such as those on "Cntical Realism" and “Jletaphj-sical 
Knowledge " We ha\e been at pains to compare the translation with the 
original Take the foUowing example (E T 113. Er 181—182). 

'T shall therefore sav. bowing down m my turn before the jargon of pedantry, 
that as the object is correlative to a knowing subject, to an ontological 'for 
itself to which it corresponds, which bv reflection on its acts of thought 
perceives immediatelj*, not, as Descartes thought, its rightful essence, but the 
fact of Its nghtful existence, and which we mav call the cis objediie iubject, it 
IS also, not coirelativ e to, hut msepiarable from (because it is itself) an onto- 
logical 'for itself which precisely takes on the name of the object m so far 
as It IS present to thought, and which we mav call the objectiiiabU (') or 
transobjectug subject, cot certainly masmuch as it is hidden behmd the object, 
but, on the contrarj', m the degree to which it is itself grasped as object, and 
that (") It nevertheless constitutes an irreducible m which the possibility 
of new objects to be grasped remain alwav-s open (for it can give nse to an 
indefinite sequence of necessary and contingent truths) 

Here is the ongmal 

"Nous dirons done, en nousprevalantinotre tour du jargon dela pedantene, 
que comme I'objet est correlatif d'un sujet connaissant, d'nn 'pour soi' 
ontologique auquel d fait face et qui par reflexion sur ses actes de pensee 
per(oit immMiatement non pas sa propre essence, ainsi que le crovait 
Descartes, mats le fait de sa jiropre existence, et que nous pouv ons appeler 
sujet ets-objectif, d est aussi. non pas correlatif, mais msepaiable (parce que 
e'est lui-mime] d'un ‘pour soi' ontologique qui ptend precisement le nom 
d'un objet en tant qo'd est presente a la pensee, et que nous pouv ons appeler 
sujet objectiiable on sujet (ransobjectif, non pas certes en tant qu'd seiait 
cachS demure I'objet, mais au contiaire en tant qu'd est saisi lui-meme 
comme I’objet, et qu'd constitue cependant on irreductible en lequel la 
possibilite de nouveaux objets a saisir demeure toujours ouverte (car d peut 
donner heu a nne suite mdefinie de ventfes necessaxres oa contmgeutes) " 

Of course, it is not all so bad as thia. though we could cite manj more 
examples from these two chapiters where confusion has been worse confounded 
by the translators The closing chapters on mvsticism. on the other band, are 
more competently rendered But is it pardonable to perpetrate such 
inaccuracies as “llehssa" for "Melisse,” ‘ pseudo-DionvsMs" for "pseudo- 
Denys,” the wrong initials for Dr Whitehead (when the original gives no 
imtials), or such a monstrositv as ‘‘Spimozianism ’ ^ lloreov er. the punctuation 
needs revision throughout M Jdantain gives at least an index of proper 
names, the translators give none These delmquencies and drawbacks are 
senous We are almost persuaded that it would take the English or .\inencan 
reader less time to leam French and to read M Mantam m the ongmal than 
to grasp the more difficult (which are also the more importaut) parts of this 
version It would also cost less to his pocket 

W G DE BuRcn 
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The Principles of Human Knoatedge By George Berkeley. Edited, with an 
Analysis and Appendix, by T E Jessop, M.A.. B Litt., Professor of 
Philosophy in the University College of Hull (London: A. Brown & 
Sons, Ltd. 1937 Pp. XIX + 148 Price 2S 6d net ) 

Professor Jessop has performed a very useful task m producing this critical 
edition of Berkeley's Principhs at a price withm the range of every student. 

In this edition Professor Jessop has departed from the practice of all 
previous editors He has printed in full the text of the first edition, and has 
noted the variants in the second in such a way that they may be easily and 
yet exhaustively studied by reading the footnotes in thick type and by 
observing the thick brackets, indicating omissions, in the mam body of the 
text 

In addition. Professor Jessop has indicated the respects m which the text 
of the first edition departs from a manuscript 10 Berkeley’s hand of sections 
85-145 now m the British Museum This manuscnpt has not before been 
utilized 

Some doubt maj’ be felt as to whether Professor Jessop was well mspned 
to prmt the text of the first edition rather than the second The second edition 
contains the text which Berkeley, alter mature reflection, wished to go down 
to posterity From the point of view also 0/ a study of the development of 
his thought. It might have been clearer to have printed this text, noting the 
vanants in the ti\o anterior texts, namely those of the manuscript and of the 
first edition The matter is not, however, of great importance, WTiat is im- 
portant 13 that the variants should be clearly indicated, and this has been 
admirably done by Professor Jessop 

The vanants in the texts fail into two mam categones. Into the first category 
fall the vanants of style or form For example, in the second edition Berkeley 
consistently cuts out the term “etc which frequently occurs in the first 
edition He either deletes it altogether or replaces it by some phrase such as, 
“and so forth ' 

The second class of variant includes those of philosophic importance An 
extremely interesting result of Professor Jessop's collation of the British 
Museum manuscnpt appears in section 140 This is the much-quoted section 
which begins (in the first edition) “In a large sense, indeed, we may be said to 
have an idea of spmt ’’ In the second edition the words "or rather a notion" 
are added after ' idea.’’ Now Professor Jessop points out that in the manu- 
scnpt the whole of section 140 is wnatten on the facing page reserved for 
additions and corrections, and that the words "or rather a notion" were 
written in the manuscript but crossed out This discovery supphes a further 
argument agamst the theory, never very soundly based, that Berkeley’s 
doctrme of notions was a late development 

In the Appendix to the volume are prmted two letters of 1729 and 173° 
from the Rev Samuel Johnson to Berkeley They are interesting as con- 
taining the earliest known critiasm of any length and weight of Berkeley s 
theory 

G. A JOHNSTOV 
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Proceedings of the ArisMelian Society New senes, vol xxxvu Containing 
the Papers read before the Society danng the Fifty eighth Session, 
*936-1937- {London Hamson & Sons. 1937. Pp. 246. Pnce 25s ) 
Knowledge and Foreknowledge The Symposia read at the Joint Session of the 
Aristotelian Society and the llmd Association at the University, 
Bristol, July 9-11, 1937 Aristotelian Society supplementary volume 
XVI (London Hamson & Sons 1937 Pp 243 Pnce 15s ) 

From a series of Arisloiehan Society Proceedings extending over a number 
of years it should be possible to estimate philosophical tendencies, but the 

contents of a single volume must be determmed by so many accidents whom 

could the Secretary find who bad not read a paper recently, who was iviUmg 
to read one this year, and so forth — that a review can hardly be more than a 
roughly classified catalogue 

Professor Alexander’s presidential address (“Form and Subject-Matter in 
Art ') was postponed to the middle of the 1936-37 session, his place at the 
opening meeting being taken by Professor de Burgh ("The Idea of a Rehgious 
Philosophy") But both these distinguished authors are confessedly only 
repeating, with some additions, what they have said at much greater length 
elsewhere, so it is no disparagement of either of them to say that the paper 
of the year is Mr John Wisdom’s "Philosophical Perplexity " The importance 
of this IS that it represents the first appearance in print of the dei eloped 
philosophy of Wittgenstein It is true that Mr Wisdom cautions his readers 
"against supposmg it a closer imitation of Wittgenstein than it is ’ — certainly 
at best it IS only Wittgenstem at second-hand but the fact remains that, until 
Wittgenstein publishes something himself, this is as near as anyone can get 
trho IS not of the inner circle of disciples, or in personal contact with them, 
or able to beg, borrow, or steal a copy of one of the 'coloured books' which 
are circulatmg m manuscnpt The paper cannot be summarized — it must be 
read It may be added that it is very amusing 
After this perhaps the most significant contnbutiOD is Professor Levy's 
"Causahty and Detennimsm” — not. however, for its own sake (for Professor 
Levy, too, has expressed himself at greater length elsewhere), hut as repre- 
sentmg one more stage in the gradual acceptance of Dialectical Materialism 
in academic philosophical circles (Tendencies outside philosophical lecture 
rooms already suggest that this may well become the fashionable philosophy 
of the nineteen forties, as Logical Positivism has been that of the nmeteen- 
thirties ) Here the doctrine is apphed specifically to physical science Covenng 
much the same ground, but from the standpomt of the "pure scientific 
worker, Dr JeSreys ("Saentific Method. Causahtj'and Reality’ ) argues that 
"scientific progress does not depend on exactness ' , a hypothesis is estab- 
hshed when, applying the theory’ of probability, "we get a better fit than we 
should expect if the observations were distributed at random ” To the casual 
reader both these papers aiay prene barelj’ mtoHjgiblo, ior Dr JeSrejs 
takes for granted an acquaintance with technical terms of mathematics 
(particularly the term ''parameter'), while Professor Levy uses important 
terms (such as "quality ’ and "dialectical change ') m senses quite unfamiliar 
to the non-Marxian philosopher, with no. or very madequate, explanation 
Papers by Mr Mace ( Physicahsm"), Mr Ayer (‘ Verification and Experi- 
ence"), and Jlr I Galhe ("Mental Facts’ ) may perhaps be treated as thesis, 
antithesis, and synthesis, though the Physicahsm which Jlr Ayer attacks is 
a much more full-blooded afiair than that which ilr Mace defends, and 
Mr GaUie only concludes \ ery half-heartedly that the case against a modified 
Physicahsm (or as be prefers to call it neutralism ’) is not proien 
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There are no less than four ethical papers, if we include Professor Jessop’s 
“Evaluation, Causahty, and Freedom,” which, though it deals with knowledge 
rather than action, treats knowledge ethically, as involving "evaluation”, 
{the conclusion draivn is that knowledge cannot be regarded merely as a 
special case of causation) Of these the most ambitious is Professor Campbell's 
"Prolegomena to a Theory of the Moral Criterion,” designed to show that the 
moral worth of conduct cannot be j udged by its approximation to any concrete 
standard, but "solely on. the basts of the internal determination involved," 
which ends in a discussion of the nature of responsibility. This last question 
IS then taken up and discussed by Mr A K Stout (“Free Will and Responsi- 
bihty"), but mthout coming to any very surpnsuig or unorthodox conclusions 
Mr ^Vhiteley ("Goodness of Motives") defends agamst objections the common, 
sense view that motives (and not only actions) may be intrinsically (and not 
only instrumentally) good or bad 

Political philosophy is represented only by Professor Langley’s "Freedom 
and Modem Political Conceptions." m which the scales are held so evenly 
between the Corporate States. Communism, and Liberal Democracy as to 
leave the unfortunate impression at the end that nothing decisive has been 
said 

The 1937 Joint Sessional Bnstol produced three symposia and two addresses 
For his presidential address Professor Field chose a refreshingly new subject 
— "The Teaching of Philosophy " It is a pity, however, that this could not 
be a symposium The question of the function of a Philosophy Department 
IS one that must interest all teachers of philosophy, especially in the modern 
universities, and. instructive though Professor Field’s views are, it would 
have been even more instructive to see how far others of equal experience 
agreed or disagreed ivitb him 

The first symposium la concerned with "Induction and Hj’pothesls " SIiss 
MacDonald, who opens it, takes the question to be whether induction requires 
justification, i e whether, having made a prediction in accordance with our 
best inductive methods, we can still ask whether (and if so how) we know 
that It will come true Her ansiver seems to be that the question is absurd 
and due to hnguistic confusion, the word "know" has several diSerent uses 
m English, but, when we say that we "know” that somcthmg will happen, 
we just mean that it is the conclusion yielded by our inductive methods. Both 
the other contributions are parallel replies to Miss MacDonald; but Sir. Ryle 
devotes most of his space to an interesting distmction of three senses of 
“probability" (which he calls “plausibility," "numerical odds," and “induc- 
tive reliabihty”) and discussion of the relations between them. Mr. Berlin, 
in a very long paper, concludes that we can describe kinds of universe in which 
induction would be possible and impossible, but cannot by rational means 
decide of which kind this actual universe is 

Both the other symposia are disappointing The question set for the second 
was “Is there an absolute good but none of the three sjmposiasts seems to 
have been quite certain what this meant. Professor de Burgh bolds that there 
IS an absolute good, namely God, but that this can be knoivn only by religious 
faith, but assumes that the question for discussion is whether the existence 
of such a good can be proved by philosophical (1 e metaphysical or ethical) 
arguments Professor Laird thinks that there is an intelligible and legitimate 
sense in which any intrinsic good could be called an "absolute" good, defining 
an intrinsic good as “one which js good m itself irrespective of the rest of tne 
universe," and takes the question to be whether there is only one such goo 
Finally, Professor Campbell takes an absolute good to be one which 
pnses all value within itself," and then divides moralists into Objectivists an 
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Subjecti\-i5ts, for the first of whom the question takes the form, '‘Can we 
conceive a state of affairs in which aU intrinsic goods co-e-cst, each in its 
utmost degree of perfection >*' and for the second the fonn, "Is there any 
conceiiable state of affairs which would yield a complete and lasting satis- 
faction of the human self>” But all three, however they understand the 
question, answer it in the negative 

For the third symposium the question set was, "Does philosophv anah se 
common sense?” But Mr Duncan-Jones. who opens it. deaU in fact woth the 
quite different question. "\Miat is it that the kind of philosophy which pro- 
fesses to analj-se common sense actuallv does’ ' He leaves the impression ol 
an honest but puzzled nund, raising manv questions, but not finding them 
so easj* to answer to bis ow-n satisfaction Mr A>er, who is the only other 
sjTnposiast, confines himself for the most part to one of Mr Duncan-Jones s 
questions— whether the analysis of a common-sense proposition can be 
described as explaining what evervbodv means by it— or, as he himself 
wise puts it. the question how anah-tical philosophy can be distinguish 
from lemcography The answer he suggests is that the difference is m the 
purpose and effect, rather than in the nature, of the activnty, ^aJjtic 
philosophy IS explanation of the proper use of words hot only of such as 
encourage us to draw false inferences, ask spunous questions, or maKe 
nonsensical assumptions ,_ i v, ai 

At the final sitting Professor Broad gave an address on The PMosophicu 
Implications of Foreknowledge This. too. is very disappomtmg 1 . 

is to show that the occurrence of supemonnal precognition mv olves no logical 
or metaphjsical impossibility, so that the question 
a a purely empirical one Bui few who find this difficult feel that 

difficulties have even been seriously met. far less resolved Perh^ 

interestiag thing about it is that the conclusion of Professor Broad s owm 
well-known discussion (in Scientific Thotighi) of the reality of ® , , 

now given up, though without any indication what fault the author 
m the argument. ' ^ 


4 Phlosophy for a Modern Man By Prof H Luvy (London V GoUancz. 
Ltd 1938 Pp 287 Pnce 7s fid) 

Professor Levy’s book is composed not of philosophy m 
of the word, but of a cunous amalgam of econoimcs. ^ urecipitated 

Diati^. ph>-sics, sociology, and mctaphy»cs. ^ w 0 
round a core of solid Marxist dogma, which forms at tn 
background of professor Levy’s thought The bwk is fSlowmg 

abstract style, as and and abstract as that of 

IS a fair sample. "The succession of class ^\rci„p a very large scale 

present capitalist phase must first be ^ Self a phase 

statistical historical isolate, each atomic has been 

Of the whole succession The development previous. 

Of a straight-lme statistical nature, '^Jfla.SprofesLr Levy 

butstOlinanUestmgmeachanmteraaldasssmctm 

continuously makes use of expressions such as social > 
mining is taken for granted, bat ^ ^ aim It 

Philosophy, as Professor Levy nndt^lam^ . •• Should the ques- 

slonld. hs holds, "dloimhate the practice „o,t “itand 

tioa of a phJosophy's troth be taoed, then iBt'*™ 
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or fall by its active meaning for man ** Bat it js not enough that a philosophy 
should be true . it is not even enough that it should illummate man’s practice, 
it must also improve his world For — and here we come to the distinctive 
claim which Professor Le\'y makes for philosophy — a philosophy, "if it is to 
be a real living guide to man. must lUumme the part he has to play in re-shaping 
the world so that his ideals may be finally achieved " 

This brings me to that msistence npon the complementarj’ character of 
theory and practice, which forms one trf the distinctive features of Professor 
Levy’s (and Marx’s) philosophy. "All philosophy,” he writes, "must simul- 
taneously be an avenue to undetstandmg and a spur to action, not an escape 
into inactive contemplation " Thinking, he agrees with the pragmatists, 
should be tested m action, and is shown to be true by the results of action. 
Now an action is a part of the process of nature Hence in "following a mental 
process” we are engaged m an activity that "gears in it all points with the 
material happenmgs in nature ” Material and mental changes are, in other 
words, "complementary forms of activity mtimately bound together by a 
qualitative relation ” 

Professor Levy’s view apparently is that both mmd and matter are aspects 
of some underlying substance which possesses both pfaj^sical and mental 
quahties But smce there w-as a tune when this planet was presumably mind- 
less. the material is, he holds, more substantial and more enduring than the 
mental This bemg so. it is e.xtremely important that we should know what 
Professor Levy takes matter to be His ansvrer to the question, "\N’bat is 
matter is. apparently, the same as the answer which Dr. Johnson gave m 
reply to Bishop Berkeley "The word matter is used,” he saj*?, "for what 
we take up as pieces and objects everywhere " In other words, it is what we 
can see, touch, and handle 

But if you are going to make matter both the basis and the essential 
nature of what you take to be real, it is surely necessary to go in a httle 
more detail into the vexed questions toucbmg its nature. Matter, sa^w the 
modem physicist, is a senes of events, but the view that there is a contlsuing 
solid core running through the events obtains no countenance from modern 
physics Matter, say the philosophers, is something which we experience and 
cannot, therefore, be conceived apart from cxpenence. Professor Levy is 
impatient with the philosophers, but it is a httle surprising to find that be 
dismisses as unimportant the ana]3-sis of the physicists 

These, however, are not really the questions which interest Professor Levy. 
His real concern is to apply physical and metaphj’sical theories to the 
nature and development of societies His account follows strictly Marxist 
hues The social and cultural forms of a society are, he holds, the product of 
its technical development, but there is a tune-lag before the social and 
cultural order adjusts itself to juior changes in tecbmque Dunng this tune- 
lag the inventions in technique by the application of which human hfe could 
be transformed out of all recognition are not permitted to be used for human 
betterment The conclusion is thdt the social and cultural order which holds 
up the technical development, by tneans of which human life might be 
amehorated, must be swept aside Ages such as our own. in which an effete 
social order is palpably withstanding the pressure of economic and techno- 
logmal changes towards new social and political forms, are eras of frustration 
and disappomtment The failure to harness the forces of production to the 
well-being of the people becomes more and more pronounced, and the pressure 
of the revolutionary forces which thig failure generates grows ever more 
insistent We have two alternatives; one is to seek to arrest the progr^ o 
society to new soaal and political forms, freezing it, as it were, on the brm 
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of change The other is to go forward to the next stage in social and pobtical 
development, even if this means, as mevitably it does, a violent break with 
the existing order The next stage, which is the stage of a classless society, 
will necessarily — here Professor Levy’s deternumsm finds expression — super- 
sede the present one Hence all that human bemgs can do is to accelerate 
this inevitable change, and to make it less catastrophic than it might other- 
wise be, by consciously envisagmg its mevitabihty and dehberately preparing 
for what they realize to be mevitable "A histone analysis shows that we 
uill do so and so We rmght as well do it dehberately and wnth enlighten- 
ment ” Hence the final object of philosophy, as Professor Levy conceives it, 
becomes that of “guiding ourselves and others towards this classless society ” 

This IS no place for a cntimsm of the underlymg Marxist philosophy which 
Professor Levy IS, m\-anouswaj^, seeking to apply Twopomtsmay, however, 
be noticed First, Professor Levy's training as a mathematical physicist has 
made him a detemunist As a conseqnence, he holds that the progress of 
society, and m particular its dev elopment m the direction of a classless order, 
IS determined to take place The laws in accordance with which it will take 
place are presumably what he means by “social djmamics ” \\'hether a theory 
of history' of this kmd is possible or not, is open to question, what appears 
to be reasonably certain a that Marxism is not itself sUch a theor}'. Marxism 
entirely faded, for example, to predict the appearance of Fascism Nor does 
Professor Levy advance any cogent a^uments for thinkmg that the develop- 
ment of a classless society’ will necessarily be the next phase in human history 
It might quite easily be a reversion to barbarism as a result of the 
revolutionary break with the existing order of society which Professor Levy 
regards as inevitable 

In the second place, Professor Lev^' makes much of the exclusion of 
teleological conceptions from his philosophy, the notion of purpose is to bun 
anathema Nevertheless, as the quotation given earlier in the review shows, 
he does on occasion lapse into the old fashioned language which makes use 
of such words as “ideals ’’ Philosophy in fact must help to re-shape the world 
so that man’s “ideals may finally be achieved ’’ Itispertment to ask. "Whose 
ideals?" No doubt Professor Levy means that the ideals which are to be 
realized are his own , but suppose that they are the Archbishop of Canterbur3’’s 
or Hitler’s No doubt Professor Levy would argue that the movement of 
history is mevitably determined to proceed m the direction of the realization 
of his ideals and not those of persons with whom he disagrees, but I cannot 
see that he oSers any reasons for this view which, in the absence of them, 
must remain an expression of faith 

C E M JOAD 


The Moral Basts of Politics By Kaomi Mitchisov (London Constable 
1938 Pp XXI -f 376 Pnee 8s 6d ) 

In the novels both of Aldous Hoxley and of Naomi Mitchison there has 
been an expression of a growing interest m government and pohtics, and 
it is a sjTnptom of the intellectual unrest of the present time that both should 
have felt the need to express directly their political ideals Any reader who 
found Huxley’s Ends and Means a stimulatiog approach to the moral 
and pobtical imphcations of modem social life will certainly appreciate Mrs 
Mitchison’s book It is a brave and honest and often moving attempt to 
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leveal the moral issues behind pohtkal systems and the conflicts they 
produce 

She begins with an account of the end at which we should aim This consists 
in right relationships between people. (She admits, however, that "being 
ourselves’’ must be part of the good, and also that nght relationships can 
hold only between good people, whose goodness must therefore be of some 
other type Towards the end she allows further that there are some wicked 
and many "nasty" people who presumably cannot be encouraged to “be 
themselves ’’ It is interesting here to see bow her ideal of nght relationships 
seems at first sight to be at the opposite pole from Huxley's ideal of "detach- 
ment," and yet how the working out of both ideals brings their practical 
expressions nearer to each other ) So we come to the need for change and 
to the resistance to change not merely in capitahsm and m conservatism but 
in the ordinary man who has little imj^mation, no clear ideals, and some- 
thing to lose It IS at this pomt that her two most interesting chapters come 
in those on Violence and on Dilemmas. The only alternative to violence as 
a method of change is conversion or catharsis, and this catharsis or new 
vision IS not merely an initial requirement, but a continuing necessity 
espeaally for leaders if they are to avoid the corruptions of power Its methods 
of attainment are vanous. meditation, tragedy, contact with the people you 
represent, all these can recreate the vision which is needed to keep ahve 
the spirit of fellowship The chapter on Dilemmas shows bow conflicts oi 
loyalty anse and how they are sometimes intelbgible as conflicts between 
long-range and short-range policies This solution is applied m particular 
to the present dilemma in which the "left wing" finds itself between the 
long-range absolute pacifism of Laosbury and the short-range policy of 
"fighting the dictators " Att through Part I the argument is ahve and ^ht 
with admirable and infectious mdmduality 

Part II apphes to political practice, the conclusions of Part I It is also 
stimulatmg though much more negative and cautious After an initial chapter 
shrewdly analysmg the vanous motives for pohtical action and the dangers 
they involve, Mrs Mitchison concludes with the methods and difficulties of 
pohtical reform directed to the achievement of her ends. Here she admits 
that one principal handicap is our almost complete ignorance of the actual 
wants of the people, a problem m which she hopes mass observation will 
help us 

Criticism of the argument in a review would be unprofitable for it would 
have to fasten almost entirely on her mam premisses, and these she is not 
concerned to defend or to analyse They mdude her account of the good 
(some doubts on which have been suggested above), her stress on economic 
class distinctions and on pohtical remedies, with the sociahsm which is tbe 
consequence of this stress, her distrust of non-social values, and consequently 
of rehgions But those who accept these fundamentals (and they are ad- 
mittedly the audience for whom she is writing) will find her book attractive 
and enhvening, and even those who do not will find in her chapters on motives 
for pohtical action and political inertia and on Pacificism and Dilemmas 
much of interest Her book is difficult to classify, but in its humanity, its 
refreshmg directness, its use of personal experience and its clear impress 
of the author's personality it recalls Graham Wallas's Human H<^iure^n 
Politics In particular it should form an excellent basis for a senes of dis 
cussions by any group of people who are studying present day politics wit 
a view to understanding tbe general principles at issue. 

J. D Mabbott. 
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Beyond Humamsm Essays tn the New Philosophy of Nature By Charles 
Hartshorns (Chicago and New York Willett. Clark & Co 1937. 
Pp XIV + 324 Price $2 50 ) 

“Pragmatism," said Chesterton a generation ago, “is a matter of human 
needs, and one of the first of human needs is to be somethmg more than a 
pragmatist ” Si milar ly, begins Professor Hartshome, "if the man of to-day 
leaves humanism, it should be to go beyond and forward ” For at its best, 
he mamtams, humamsm simply expresses "an mterest in man” which may 
degenerate mto "a monomama, excludmg mterest in everythmg else”, or, 
still more severely, "the specific disease of humanism is the megalomania, 
the wisiung to be God ” In its stead he advocates an explicit Theism, but of 
a wholly new type based on a “New Philosophy of Nature,” excludmg all 
supematurahsm, and incorporating current quantum physics with a fresh 
metaphysics and theology derived from Peirce and WTutehead, James, 
Bergson, and Tennant, even Spmoza, m short, “to-day would be a WTiite- 
headian ” 

His ambitious and attractive pr^ramme is pursued competently and 
temperately, although bis treatment rapidly becomes definitely technical 
and, to my mmd, somewhat obscure I found the style rather heavy and 
involved and (probably arising from this) the sequence of ideas not too easy 
to follow, so that while the wide diversity of subject-matter is undemably 
impressive, it seems to me to exhibit some dissipaboo of interest rather than 
firm integration and lucidity The most senous defect, however, appears to 
my mind to be the inherent incoherence of the author’s caxdmal principles 

Only theistic philosophy, he contends, can ever be "clear and consistent," 
although modem science and logic oecessitateour rejection of earher theologies 
His own system is "theistic naturalism, or naturalistic theism,” implymg 
not merely any intimate interrelatioD between God and nature, but rather 
their absolute comcidence, and smce this prmciple is fundamental, while I 
should take it to vitiate Dr Hartsbome’s final standpoint, I will state it 
unambiguously m his own terms The keynote is Spinoza’s deus stve nafura: 
"God is simply nature,” while nature, conversely, has a quahty that "may 
be divine” and in virtue of which it is far more than our environment or any 
“mere collection of natural entities ” Nature, then, is "a superhuman but 
man mcluding oigamc whole an individual, livmg and psychic a 
kind of God the umveise is divme, the supremely integrated conscious 
orgamsm ” Equally unnustakable is the resultant panpsychism the theism 
IS "panpsychic,” exactly as pantheism is theistic and objective As with 
most other forms of panpsychism, however, this commits us to what I should 
regard as an mdefensible subjectivism, since "all sensations are located in the 
nervous system feelmgs are the stuff of existence electrons must 
feel” and remember, just as the "woiW-whole” possesses feelmg — a viewpomt 
which IS. incidentally, BradJeyan rather than, as the writer asserts, genuinely 
Hegeban 

In all this, obviously, the fundamental feature is the identity, or coincidence, 
between God and nature to repeat, "God is nature” — the two '‘coincide ” 
“The whole of nature, as really an organized whole, is God God is really 
the Life of Nature " This conclusion, on the other hand, is substantially modi- 
fied in so far as God is “the mmd of nature . . which is his body”, God is 
“the mmd of the world body a supreme mmd in a supreme organism 
the cosmic mmd” . and m this connection Professor Hartshome appeals 
to our actual experience of body-mind relatumship But this, I beheve, im- 
mediately mvahdates the identity between nature and God. smce it is p lainl y 

357 




PHILOSOPHY 


impossible that God should be nature, and at the same moment "the mind 
of nature” , the first principle implies identity, the second distinction, though 
not of course separation. For we must note that Professor Hartshorne does 
not hold that God is the mind (or life) of nature within some yet more in- 
clusive whole that incorporates both as, for instance, an Absolute of some 
sort might do On the contrary, for him “God ts nature”, so that to add that 
nature is God’s body is just like saying that a man's body is the man himself, 
and, simultaneously, that the man is the mmd of his own body. This is 
perfectly illogical, and it introduces a fatal inconsistency into the very centre 
of ‘‘panpsychic” or "natural” theism. If, on the other hand, we regard man as 
a whole which comprehends body and mind both together, this is simply 
the famihar theistic analogy to God and nature which the author categoncally 
rejects. 

But this illogicality IS further intensified by theessentiallypersonal attnbutes 
of God — wiU as "the only final integration . a purposive rational mind." 
and love "God loves all men the world-embracing love of God,” while 
"a unified person is a synthesis of knowledge and love ” Now not only is it 
charactenstic of man's pcisonabty. but it also becomes increasingly charac- 
teristic as personality transcends its human phases, that it distinguishes 
itself, though once again without severing itself, from all else mth which it is 
concerned Every artist, for example, is inseparable from his art, but to say 
that be ts his art u quite meaningless, and all the more so the finer the artist. 
Similarly, if God is genuinely personal, as Dr Hartshorne contends through- 
out, then it IS absolutely impossible for him to It nature, no matter m what 
sense we interpret "nature ” In short, divine personality, and divine identity 
(or even coincidence) with nature, are Ic^cally self contradictory categories, 
so that the author’s attempt to combine them vitiates bis theism He intends, 
however, to publish a sequel. The Vtston of God. so that it is only fair to 
aivait bis fuller discussion of these difficulties 

In other respects the wntcr is a strenuous advocate of "the eternal existence 

of finite minds of some kind . a complete memory of all past events,' 
and of indeterminism, for which he advances several weighty, though never, 

I think, conclusive arguments It is surely too extreme to say that recent 
research "has been overwhelmmgly unfavorable to faith in absolute law,' 
and that "order cannot be absolute but must be limited by and blended with 
disorder " For to take "disorder” literally is to render even divine knowledge 
and will nugatory, certainly the universe may be "wilder than our dreams, 
but it cannot be ultimately disorderly m anythmg but some metaphorical 
sense, otherwise, the farther science advances the nearer it approaches a 
complete collapse which would ruin vast ranges of philosophy itself. 

Towards contemporary humanists Dr Hartshorne is severely entical There 
has been a “decline m Russell’s mteUectuality,” and he "has not kept up 
with the march of ideas," while "Santayana's matenahsm is essentially 
parasitic ’’ But it may be left to these equally vigorous controversiahsts, as 
well as to Moore, Dewey, and Freud, to defend themselves against the 
author's strictures J. E- Turner. 


The Idealism of Giovanni Gentile By Roger W. Holmes. (New York and 
London The Macmillan Company. 1937. Pp xvi + 264 Price 12s 6d. 
net ) 

The author of this book has set himself to explam what is essential in the 
"actual idealism" of Gentile, taking the Stslema di Logics as his text-boo , 
and to compare it critically with other modern philosophies. In spite of ms 
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attempts to read his own views out of Hegel, Gentile is much nearer to Fichte, 
not only in doctrine, but also m temper and purpose, and has concerned 
himself iMth fundamental epistemological issues which the metaphysically 
minded Hegel slurred over Mr Holmes sees this, and makes it the begmnmg 
of a general account of Gentile’s standpoint and achievement, leadmg up to 
a fairly detailed summary of the contents of the Stslema di Logica Such a 
summary ivas much to be desired, because the work m question is not avail- 
able in English, and yet is the most complete and authontative exposition 
of Gentile's mam contentions his radical condemnation of all previous 
systems of metaphysics on the ground that they made knowledge impossible, 
his “peremptory and defimtive” cnbqne of scepticism, which extracts from 
sohpsistic premises what he claims as a logic and metaphysic possessmg a 
priori certitude, his "logic of the abstract," with its revision and revaluation 
of traditional formal logic, his "Ic^c of the concrete," which substitutes for 
the Hegelian dialectic one which is Fichtean m spirit, and sums it up m the 
formulae "Ego = Ego" and "Ego = Non-Ego " Mr Holmes goes on to 
compare Gentile’s philosophy with various forms of realism and with posi- 
tivism, presentmg it as a unique instance of a middle way between these 
extremes, and showing that the difference between Gentile and the realist or 
positivist is ultimately a diSerence between the questions they ask they 
disagree about the very nature and function of phil^phy His own decision 
IS in favour of actual idealism, as bemg the most humanistic philosophy, 
though he finds many flaws in Gentile’s statement of the doctrine, and suggests 
improvements 

There has long been room for a book which should interpret Gentile to the 
Enghsh-speakmg world The present work has made a beginning of the task, 
but IS far from having completed it It points the way. though not clearly, 
to an informed judgment upon Gentile The Italian philosopher has asked 
the old epistemological question, how we can be justified m holding our 
ultimate principles He has shown suggestively how the mind, by its own 
free act, thinks, and finds in thought itself its gutdmg principles, and bow 
all thought 13 a moral act This is an account of the terms on which we acquire 
and accept our knoivn world, and these are also the terms on which alone any 
metaphysic may legitimately be held But Gentile also holds that, in thinkmg, 
thought creates its object, and gives to itself and its world abke their reahty, 
the only reality which is conceivable Thus hts account of the genesis of 
knowledge becomes an account of the genesis of reality, his epistemology 
becomes not the basis for a metaphj^sic. but itself a metaphysic Jlr Holmes 
thinks transition is justified The final judgment upon Gentile will turn 
largely upon whether it is so 

The book contams Amencamsms, and is disfigured by some jargon On 
page 164, hnes 9-11. a plural subject is given a singular verb On page 180, 
hne 17, "oategoncal" should be "categonal." On page 34 occurs a statement 
which imphes Ihat FYoVo oi was 4 Cfaivati'an 

At the end of the book is a detailed bibliography of Gentile's writings 

H A Hodges 


The Christian Understanding oj Man By vanous authors Edited by Dr J H 
Oldham (London George Alien & Unwin, Ltd 1938 Pp xii + 268 
Pnee 8s 6d net ) 

For the Conference, held in Oxford last July, on the Subject of Church, 
Community and State, elaborate preparation was made by the co-operation 
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ot scholars in many lands. Only one of tile projected volumes of essays, that 
on The Church and Us Functions *w Society, was ready for the Conference 
The Report of the Conference under the title The Churches Survey Their Tash 
was pubhshed in October 1937. The lemaming six books are appearing 
tardily, and this volume is the hist ol them. It falls into two parts. The 
first deals with some current conceptions and the second with the distinctively 
Christian The first essay on The SaetUific Account of Man, by Prof. T. E 
Jessop, can be warmly praised for its lucidity of style and balance of judg- 
ment Its purpose is to show that when science (phjrsical and biological) 
confines itself to its own province, and theology minds its ois-n busmess, 
there need be no conflict between the account science gives of man and the 
estimate the Christian religion offers Very valuable is the descnption of the 
limitations and the resources of science, and the consequent distmction as 
regards authority between science as such and philosophies which sometimes 
claim to speak, in its name The second essay by Dr R L. Calhoun on The 
Diltnwui of Hwnanxiarian Modernism is good, but not quite so good as tie 
first The third, on The Marxist Anthropology and the Christian Conception of 
Man, by N. Alexeiev, is of high ment, it is adequate m knowledge and 
competent m judgment, it seeks to bring out clearly the points of contact 
between Communism and Christianity in its vieiv of man, as well as the 
contrasts It seeks to do justice to Communism, and the Christian concephoo 
IS not that of ngid orthodoxy of the Russian type, but one that Chnshafl 
theologians generally could endorse 

In the second part the fourth essay, by Emil Brunner, is much less narrowly 
dogmatic than I should have expected He does not quarrel with science or 
philosophy, he accepts the modem scholarly view of the Holy Scriptures, 
and if he aikl inclines to use the old theological terms, be seeks to meet the 
thinking of to-day He does not assert the total loss ol the divine image ih 
the Fall, but only its perversion, demandmg its restoration by grace. The 
fifth essay by Austin Farrer is a capable discussion, uiclirung sometimes to 
be Over-subtle of the whole subject, showing the contrast between Enghsh 
and Continental thjnkmg, when compared with Brunner's Dr. W. M Horton'* 
contribution (the sixth essay) js American m its alertness and up-to-date-ness 
He deals mainly with the breakdown of standards in the thought and life of 
to-day The last essay, by Pastor Pierre Maury, appears almost as an anti- 
chmax, the reducUo ad absurdum of Neo-Calvmism The Christian anthro- 
pology has no contact or concern with general anthropologies. AU it has to 
do is to assert the Biblical doctrine of man, son, and grace. This is not the 
place to show that ■ what is here presented ignores the greater part of tie 
teachmg of the Scriptures, uses the Scriptures dogmatically and not histon- 
cally, and lacks the graciousness an exponent of dmne grace should display 
A genuinely evangelical theolc^ need not be as exclusive or intolerant 
The absence of an mdex is a senous defect, and will lessen the usefulness of 
the volume 

A. E. Garvie 


The Kingdom of God and History By various authors Edited by Dr. J. H 
Oldham (London: George Allen & Unwin , Ltd. 1938 Pp xu + 
Price 7s fid. net.) 

This is the second volume of essays, prepared in connection inth the 1937 
Oxford Conference on Church, Community and Slate The Table of Contents 
gives only the names of the ivnters. and each seems to be supposed to de 
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with the whole subject The first four essays seem to me, howe\er, to present 
a special aspect, which might have been indicated m a separate title The 
quite shetchy essay of Dr H. G Wfxid serves as an mtrodoction, indicating 
the connections of the different aspects presented The second essay shows 
all the fine quahties of Dr C H. Dodel as scholar and writer He presents 
the contrast between Hellenic and Hebraic thongbt, the dualism of the 
eternal and the temporal, depriving history of significance, of the Hellemc 
view , and the presence and activity of the eternal m the temporal, mvertmg 
history with \-alue. of the Hebraic new He then outlines the conception of 
the Kingdom of God m the Old and the Kew Testaments Hts dominant idea 
may be found in these sentences •'The Kingdom of God is not something 
yet to come It came with Jesus Chnst, and m its coming was perceiied to 
be eternal m its quahti That eternal quality is manifested m turn b}* the 
continuous life of the Church, centred m the Sacrament in which the crisis 
of the death and resurrection of Chnst is perpetually made present" (p 35). 

The first part of the third essay, by Dr Edwvn Bevan, discusses a theo- 
logical problem If the soiereigntv of Cod invohes a close correspondence 
of natural event and haman action, then there is dilemma if the natural 
order is ngidly fixed, human choice must be predeternuned, or, if human 
choice IS free, God's action m the namrai order most be \'aTiable In the 
second part Dr Bevan descnbes the Chnstiao conccptioii of the Kingdom 
of God He does not ideottfi it with ani stage m human progress on earth, 
any miUenmal earthly kmgdom, but with ‘ the bea\ eolv hope w bicb ts essential 
to Christianity" (p 69) Dr E ^ Lvman contrasts the Chnstian conception 
of the Kingdom of God with "the eioluoonary optimistic new of history” 
whether it be naturalistic or idealistic . and concludes that either la "left in a 
dilemma between a relao^1sm which will justify each of our confiictmg 
historical forces equally well, and a relapse from optimism to complete 
pessimism" (p 87) He holds that "the Kingdom of God, in the Christian 
iiew of history, is a transcendent-munaneut conception and stands for a 
transcendent immanent goal" (p 93) It is God’s rule in and yet ahne "ei'eiy* 
thing that can be expressed m history* " Its consammaticin hes bej-ond 
history, and vet it is pr»«it in "prophetic histone acbon on the part of both 
the individual Chnstian and the Chnstian Church" (p 102) 

The fifth essay, by Dr Paul Tilhcb, runs to forty pages, and the sixth, 
by Dr H D endland, to fifty Both are marLed bv German thoroughness , 
but their standpomts are different The first is on exile from Germany, and 
professes himself a "rehgious Socialist," the second stffJ holding his chair in 
Germany, expresses his cnucism of ' the secular forms of llessianism" (p i&S) 
yvith great reserye Both ujyoke what has now become an obsession m Conti 
nental thinking, the 'demonic" element in history as contrasted with the 
■•.iiyinf." Wen dian d speaVs of a Kingdom of Satan fp 139) I myself do not 
beheve that the introduction of this conception mahes history any more 
mteUigible It ivould demand more space than I can claim to discuss these 
elaborate essays m any detail TiUich rejects the mterpretation of history m 
the dialectical t>eolcgy a.-aA.\ii Hit naiiofuiltstic{p 130) He finds the "demomc” 
element m history m "the autonomy of the capitalistic economic system" 
(p 132) m natiocsJism, which "must be described as neo-paganism eyea when 
it assumes no explicit religions form” (p 134), and "dictatorial forms of 
goy emment m which the 'demonic' force of an unrestricted exercise of poyy er 
drives men mto presumptions towards God and the destruction of the human 
values which belong to the Kmgdom of God” (p 135) To these disnipme 
forces It IS the task of the Chnstjan Chtucb "to represent the unity of the 
Kmgdom of God” (p 139) 
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According to Wendland the Kingdom is past, present, future, and is the 
Kingdom of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. History is sacred in so 
far as God’s grace and salvation are present in it , seailar, where men follow 
their own ways, and church, in so far as m the Church there is worldlmess as 
well as grace and salvation On page 154 it seems to me there is probably a 
mistranslation: "sacred history is present and active in, mth, and behind 
secular history." I conjecture that mstead of behind should stand under, in 
correspondence with the sacramental formula of Christ’s corporeal presence. 
These aspects are worked out in a senes of propositions While there is a 
present judgment of God in history, this foreshadows the Last Judgment, 
which wdl mark the end of history At page 189 Wendland, with great reserve, 
seems to ofler a justification for the "German Christian" attitude m pohtics, 
although he recognizes the danger of the secularization of politics The last 
essay, by Jlr Christopher Dawson, opposes the Christian to "the other 
countless traditions that make up human history” (p 204). criticizes the 
Protestant issues of the tradition m Socinianism and MiUennianism [s»c], 
affirms the opposition of Catholicism to Liberalism, and exalts the Cathohc 
tradition His conclusion may be quoted "In comparison %vith the optimism 
of Liberalism the Christian vieiv of life and the Chnstian interpretation of 
history are profoundly tragic The true progress of history is a mystery which 
IS fulWled in failure and suSenng and which will only be revealed at the end 
of time The victory that overcomes the world is not success but faith, and 
it IS only the eye of faith that understands the true value of history” (p. 216) 
This essay is an anti chmaT. not as regards its bterary merits, but as regards 
its pessimism m regard to human history m contrast to the more or less 
tempered optimism of preceding essays The use of the book is made much 
more difficult than need be by the absence from the top of the right-hand 
page of any distmctive heading If the contents o 5 ered no such heading, the 
name of the author ought at least have been given Although it is difficult 
in this volume, because of its variety, to see the wood for the trees, yet one 
conclusion seems to be justified, the emphasis is on the rule, and not the 
realm of God, the Kmgdom is God’s sovereignty of grace, consummated in 
the eternal life, not the temporal, and not a social ideal to be realized m 
time on earth 

A. E. Garvie. 


Christian Faith and the Common Life By various authors. (London: 

George Allen Sc Unwin, Ltd 1938 Pp xn 4- 196. Price 7s. 6d net ) 
The contents of the thud volnme m the senes, followmg up the Oxford 
Conference, do not generally correspond with the expectations which the 
title might raise They do not deal with the actual conditions of the common 
life, and the apphcation of the Chnstian faith to them Some of the essays 
have the advantage of a distinctive title, but others have not. although the 
contents might suggest one The table of contents gives only the names^ of 
the contnbutors In the Introduction Nils Ehrenstrom sketches the situation 
of Chnstian morals in the world to-day. and mdicates differences and agree- 
ments among the contnbutors Dr Maitm Dibehus offers a valuable survey 
of The Message of the New Testament and the Orders of Human Society, em- 
phasizing the universality of sin. and the necessity of grace. The contnbution 
of Archbishop Temple has no distinctive title, but it has a distinct purpose 
While insisting that the Christian must apply Christian standards in all 
spheres of the common life, he also contends for "the widest possible survey 
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of the effects of action, and justifies compromise as the onlj' practicable best 
The next essay, also without any distinctive title, by Dr Niebuhr, appears 
to me in many ways the most valuable treatment of the subject He shows 
how the fact of sm affects the application of the law of love m the solution 
of the problem of the common life He is not spanng of his criticism of 
churches and theologians, and combines German systematic thuilang ivith 
American practicability Wemer Wiesner illustrates the theological reaction 
on the Continent to a bibhca) dogmatism, he distrusts human reason, 
rejects even the conception of orders, snch as family, nation, as rooted in 
God's creative purpose, which E mil Brunner accepts as a basis for Christian 
ethics, and limits God’s indications of His will to the Christian revelation and 
to mdividual instruments He is specially antagomstic to the recognition of 
‘‘the law of nature,” as expound^ in Roman Catholic ethics His title is 
"The Law of Nature and Social Institutions " This world is "chaotic and 
tragic," and God's purpose m It is mvstenous TheessavbyDr H H Farmer 
on The Revelation of Christ and the Christian Vocation sketches the Christian 
viewpomt. aspects of the common life which confirm it, problems and 
difficulties which arise from it, and then concentrates on the problem 
thus presented to the Christian He advocates a reliance on intuition 
rather than reflexion as a moral guide, but recognizes that there are 
safeguards necessary to avoid arbitrarmess He applies his analysis, the 
moderation of which must be recognized, to the question of war. and asserts 
pacifism as the Chnstian solution of the problem In qualification of his 
pacifism let me offer only two considerations (i) in a defensive war, surely 
the action of the aggressor has for the time suspended the "personal” rela- 
tions, which carry the full moral obbgations. (a) God's action m history is 
retributive, where this redemptive purpose is resisted, and such retribution 
may be necessary to the ultimate fulfilment of the redemptive purpose 
Seeing that m a later volume of the senes international relations are dis- 
cussed, It seems to me this conteotion for pacifism is irrelevant to the special 
purpose of this volume The last essay, by Professor J C Bennett, offers a 
clear and useful analysis of the Causes of Social Evil, objective and subjective, 
and offers a necessary protest against the mdiscnminate denunciation of sm 
as the sole source of all such evils and especially against the frequent m\ ocation 
of "the demonic " Rightly he saj’s of this myth "it is rapidly becoming a 
new catch-call which throws very little light on any social fact" (p 175) 
This IS the criticism of the whole volume which I feel compelled to offer 
The discussion generally is too abstract, and it leaves the impression that 
there is so little agreement among Chnstian thinLeTS that no unambiguous 
marchmg-ordeis can be expected from the churches for any advance of the 
hosts of the Lord agamst the enemies of His kingdom Nevertheless, there is 
so much learning and abihty in the volume, as to demand and justify careful 


study 


A E Garvie 


Church and •Community By various authors (London George Allen & 
Unwin, Ltd 1938 Pp xu -I-259 Pnce 8s fid ) 

This volume IS the fifth m the senes, dealing with the Church, Community, 
and State, although it is the last to appear Most of the chapters have their 
own distinctive titles, but these are not given in the table of contents Dr 
K S Latouretteleadsoffwithanilis/ewea/SKrt^awd/nffrpMfafitminasenes 
of propositions (i) "Every community has tended to have its oivn religion" 
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(P 3) (2) ‘'Until about a century and a half ago, Chnstianitj', ^herc it was 
the predominant religion, was accepted as a community aSair” (p. 5). 
(3) “Acceptance of Chnstiamty by the cominumty did not preclude a certain 
amount of unbelief (p 7). (4) Where this acceptance has taken place, "a 
tension has existed between the Chnstian conscience and the standards of 
the community" (p 8) (5) "In Western Europe the Protestant Reformation 
did not dimmish the intimacy of this relation between Church and com- 
munity" (p g). (6) Since the latter part of the eighteenth centnry there has 
been “a dv\-orce between Church and community" and the nse of sects 
(p 11) (7} “As Chnstiamty has cither voluntarily abdicated or been re- 
jected, the rebgious vacuum thus created has not remained unfilled" (p i6). 
This disappointmg record, however, ends to a warning "He would be a rash 
prophet, however, who would forecast in this the collapse of the Church or 
the passmg of its faith" (p 17) Thus is the present situation set before ns: 
I beheve accurately, comprehensively, and succinctly 

Dr Ernest Barker gives an acute analysis of the conception of community 
to show how varied are its factors, none of which by itself — common blood, 
sod. law, and government — is snfBcient, unless it involves "a conscious and 
purposive sharing in a general way of hie” (p 31) Similarly, he analj-ses the 
conception of Church "A Cbmtian Church." he saj-s, “is ski geturts in its 
custody of the Word of God and m the duty of mission— -umversal mission- 
incumbent upon It under the Word" (p 42) It rests its authority on divine 
revelation In a historical summary be shows the gradual detachment of the 
Church from the community State In the world to serve it must net be of 
the world m its standards, for it has a mission to the world, "its custody of 
the Word and the motion of the Spint" (p 60) 

Dr Marc Boegner deals with the Church and the Naiton in relatien to Rnnce 
from the Btandpomt of a Protestant One sentence will suffice: "The Church 
18, and also ought to be, the only place where the citiiens of a nation are 
reminded not only that the nation is not an end m itself, not only that the 
nation ought to be m commumty with other nations, for the sake of the 
common good of humanity, but still more and abov e all. that the ulfrmate 
end assigned by God to it is, beyond all national distinctions, the kmgdom 
where God shah be all in all" {p 81) The contribution under the same title 
of Dr Hans Lilje is of unusual interest The standpomt is German, but not 
that of the “totalitarian state ’’ Indeed, with due reserve the author detaches 
himself from it Recognizing blood and soil as the natural bases of nationaht}'. 
he deprecates the notion of racial punty and laj'S the chief emphasis on 
history (p 90) He affirms “the onity of the human race." and the mdusion 
of all nations “m God's plan" (p 100). Neither the birth of a nation through 
the creative Will of God, nor the consciousness of its calling, can be used 
superficially as a means of self^Ionficatton (p 1 10), As a Lutheran he adopts 
the dualism of the creative and the redemptiveorderof God — ^world and Church 
— and deduces the principle that the standards of the Gospel cannot be direcdy 
applied to the nation While seeking to influence the nation, the Church must 
maintain the mdependence of its Goqiel (p 113) 

Dr Manfred Bjorkquist expounds “the idea of a National Church m 
descnbmg the Lutheran Church in Sweden, which embraces nearly the whole 
of the nation He regards the close relation to the State as an advantage m 
affordmg the possibilities for reachmg the whole nation and no hindrance 
to its necessary liberty, but admits that such a connection is not necessary. 
D. Stefan Zankov, a Bulganan, and one of the most progressiv e of the repr^ 
sentatives of Orthodoxy in the oecumenical movements, gives a cooipr®' 
hensive account of “nation and Church in the Orthodox lands of Eastern 
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be centre, and deals -wrUi the delects ot traditaonal education, such as intel- 
lectualism, under-estimation ol activity, false emphasis m distance from 
common life of the objects of faith, appeal to fear, neglect of the spetnal needs 
of girls He ofiers practical counsels on the Church's task. ‘'X,”'who appears 
to be German, describes the present cnos of avihxation and the educational 
problems arising from it, cause and effect of the universal cultural and 
educational crisis, the attempt to find a political solution giving nse to the 
problem of freedom, and in this setting indicates the Church’s task. Hr. 
Oldham, who has arranged and edits the whole senes of books, offers some 
concludini refiemons In his judgment the crisis is a challenge to the Church, 
to vision and endeav'onr 

A. E, G-tiivnE- 


Tht Cnnersa} Chuich and the Il'crW of Saitons By various authors. 

(London George Allen 6. Lnwm. Ltd 1938 Pp xn 315. Ptice 

Ss 6d net ) 

This is the last of the senes of volumes foUowing op the Oxford Conferecce. 
The chapters bear distinctive titles, and the x-olntue as a whole shows more 
orderly planning than do seme of the others The Marquis of Lothian leads 
off with the Dfwouic Infiuence of Saitcmal SoieieignS^ He here expresses an 
idea, which seems almost an obsession there can be no peace till aationsJ 
sovereigati is subordinated to a commonwealth of mankind; aH other 
considerations are unduly mintnured 1 am sorry he has accepted that 
controversial slogan “demonic.” as it seems to me to add nothing to 
our understanding of events Sir Alfred Zimmem, who writes on fi® 
Ethtcal Presuppositions of a tt'otld Order, asks with reference to tins idea 
"whether it is not a little unhelpful, and more than a little old-fashioned to 
fix on 'sovereignty' as the root -cans* of the troubled condition of mter- 
state relations” {p 52 note) He gives an acute aoalyas of four assumptions: 

(i) There is a world order now m existence (2) There is a world societj' 
now in existence, but it has not vet been reduced to order. (3) There is no 
world society in existence, and in the nature of things there nev er can be one. 
(4) There is no world order, and, bumanlv speaking, thtte never can be one" 
(p 27) In his discussion of these lines of thought, he associates them 
“respectivelv with Cobden, Woodrow Wilson. Bergson, and St, Augnstine" 

(p 28) He is critical of them aH He states the piroblem as follows: "Granted 

the hinitations 0$ human nature, are there any issues on whi^ it is reasonable 
to expect that tnan's social consaence can be relied upon to act as a permanent 
force in world afiaus ?” (p 46) He concludes that these limitations "compel 
us, for the time being, at any rate, to abandon the hope of establishing any- 
thmg approaching a universal system of world-cirder'’ {p. 50). He admits 
that there are relations among some nations so close that war is "unthink- 
able,” and if such relations "covered tie whole world, the problem of world- 
order, m its strictly political sense and within the limits of human weabiess, 
would be solved” (p 54) 

The third essay, by Dr O H. von der Gablentz. treating the econonuc 
aspects. IS too technical to be discussed here. The distinguished Swiss inter- 
national jurist. Dr Max Huber, deals with the Christian Understanding of 
Law He approaches “the proUem ol the international, supranational, and 
universal ‘as’ an essential part of the greater problem: History and tbe 
Kingdom of God” (p 101) "Law,” he says, "is the sum-total of the rales 
which, by their claim to vahdity, order the extenal relations of human 
among themselves” (p. 102) It is generally only national m its scope. "Only 
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where the beginnings of a common etlnc or of a large and permanent com- 
munity of interest are present, can the international legal order go beyond 
the practice of concluding treaties” (p 104) Only the Christian Church has 
created such "a possible basis for an mtemational and supranational law ” 
Such law has importance only in the measnre m which ‘‘a right balance m the 
static and d^maimc elements m the ration of nations is attained” (p 118) 
From this standpoint pod-er, force, and a«r are discussed Regardmg the 
argument agamst war from the enormity of the evil it inflicts, he says 
“From the specifically Chnstian standpoint there is no room for the quan 
titative element m judgment of evil" (p. 121) As regards "the conscientious 
objector,” while advocating all practicable tolerance, he states that "the 
claim of the cituen to be able to demand as a right that the State should 
renounce its claim upon him by takmg his subjective decision mto con- 
sideration, makes, in pnnaple, the whole authority of the State an open 
question” (p 124) Henotesasoneof "the elements of the present mtemational 
law” which IS a serious huidrante "the exaggeration of the idea of sovereignty” 
(p 127) An ethic which would aflord a basis for international law* "must 
give a central place to the idea of justice" (p 139). and the actuality of the 
relations of nations falls far shOTt of this ideiil The obligation to create a just 
order remams, even if the jwospect is not hopeful 

Jlr John Foster Dulles ^ds, as the title of his contribution, "the problem 
of peace in a dynamic world" suggests the source of warm the barriers which 
national boundanes impose on expansive human energy, and the solution m 
a removal or lessening of these bamers Rev V A Demant traces the roots 
of war in human nature m the fmstration of desires, and emphasizes the 
need of redemption The Rev Wilhelm Menu offers a thorough discussion on 
the Church of Christ and the InUrnaltonal Order In contrast to the nations, 
"the Churches have a common ground which can make tbeir meetings profit- 
able, m spite of all political, national, and racial differences, one mdeed which 
brings them from the outset into a positive relationship" (p 206) Their 
oecuntemcity should afford a basis for their tnUrtiationahsin, but, w^e it is 
necessary that the Church in each nation should become one with it, that God's 
redemptive purpose may be fulfilled, there is the danger of its becoming 
so nationalized that the One Holy Catholic Church becomes "a purely 
eschatological entity,” and even "its missionary task is caUed m question” 
(p 216) tVhile preserving its intematiODalism, it cannot associate itself vnth 
any such, resbng only on utilitananism or materialism, and must even be 
cautious m Its relations to idealistic humanism but must maintain its own 
destructive wutness to the Gospel Its task is to give to its universal principles 
"a new interpretation and a new application in every particular instance and 
m every new historical situation” {p 231) As a German the author on good 
grounds does not share ‘ that nmve belief m a League of Nations," and offers 
some justified criticism of the League of Nations He closes with the aspiration 
for the umty of the Church 

Dr Otto Piper, dealing with Il’ar and Chrtsliaa Peacemaking, accepts the 
Lutheran duahsm betw een this fallen wOTld, hostile to God, and the redeemed 
Church, and virtually limits its peacemakmg to the discharge of its own 
distmctiv e task The Rev Canon Raven sets out with ' sweet reasonableness" 
the case for pacifism on the rehpous basts htuch as I sympathize with bis 
attitude, I cannot accept his argument as convincing even from our common 
Christian standpomt The volume as a whole leaves a depressing impression 
as showing how intractable the present situation is, and how slow must be 
the processes of the education of manlcmd to eschew war and ensue peace 

A E Garvie. 
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BwjtMfiS Ethics — Studies tn Fair Compettlion. By Frank Chapman Sharp 
and Philip G. Fox. (New York and London: D Appleton-Centnry 
Co. 1937. Pp. XI + 316 Pnce 8s. 6d, $2>23.) 

This joint work oi a pioiessoi ol phikisophy and a prolessoT ol business 
administration is full of meat It is systematic, has humour, shows common- 
sense, and exhibits a special knowledge of the important problems of modem 
busmess 

The authors realize first of all that thar title requires an apologia It might 
strike some as a contradiction in terms But. they contend (p. 3). “so far are 
busmess men from being without moral standards that the majonty of them, 
like the majonty of other people, hai-e three There is first the standard which 
John Smith apphes to his treatment of other people — his competitors, bis 
customers, his emploj'eis, and those from whom he purchases his supphes 
There is. second, the standard which he expects them to apply to him Finally 
there is the standard which, he applies to other people’s treatment of each 
other " These standards are apphcable between buyer and seller, and between 
competing buj ers or competing sellers They deal mainly wnth questions of 
price Thus the main topics discussed are fair pnce. including (Chapter X\T) 
that of property m ideas, fair treatmeot of competitors, and fair ser\nce of 
seller to buyer, mcludmg the questions of (Chapter III) mtentional mis- 
representation. (Chapter I\') “innocent’’ hes. (Chapter NT “let the buyer 
beware." and (Chapter Vll) the hmits of persuasion The final chapter? 
discuss the facts and possibilities of “moral progress m the business world’'! 
they contam interesting pages (pp 243-^) on the sense of craftsmanship as an 
Ally of Morality and (pp 262-6) busmess men’s luncheon clubs, such as Rotary- 

As an economist the reviewer would like to testify to the timeliness of this 
work He is particularly grateful for the chapter ( 5 c) on Corporate ilanage- 
ment The corporation, or. to translate mto Enghsb, the joint stock conpany* 
has become by far the most important economic institution of our tune- 
Yet apart from its legal facade, httle is known pubbcly of its actual functioninf 
and control The examples the authors give of the practices of chairmen, 
presidents, and directors of oil and other corporations, not only exhibit the 
prevailmg graft, which we are accustomed to hear about, but show up also the 
prevailing confusion of thought about the rights and duties of officers and 
shareholders On more than one occasion m the recent United States Senate 
investigations of corporate actmties we axe told (p. 134) that "officials who 
had enjojed the rights of dictatorship o\er a corporation for long periods o', 
tune without owning mote than a very smaU fraction of the stock w ere com* 
pelled by the driving attorneys to admit that they had never before appre- 
ciated the fact that 'they didn’t actually own the damn company.' ” 

Relations within the Corporation abound m difficult points of ethics Maj 
a director, for instance, who is also an mvestor. buy or sell shares m his com- 
pany according to his inside know ledge > If the information is disastrous he 
will want to sell The only way such an official can (p 136) "dispose of hi? 
stock with advantage to himself is to find someone else who will agree to 
become a stockholder This means, m efiect, that he must find someone who 
does not yet know of the disastrous information The officer thereupon lnv^tes 
this person into the Corporation to assume his losses ” AU that is needed to 
make a perfect picture, conclude the authors, is for the directors "to write the 
victim a letter of wdcome into the fold, toother with pious expressions 
describing the zeal wnth which the xnan^ement will care for the interests o 
the newcomer ” 

Modem economic mstitutions also discussed are Direct Selling, and t e 
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Expert "Many wholesalers have complied that it is unfair for the manu- 
facturer to sell directly to the retailer and for the retailer to buy directly from 
the factory They regard themselves as the victims not merely of an injury 
but also of a wrong ” The authors discuss this by-passing of the familiar 
tnnity of traders — producer, wholesaler, and retailer — under the headmg 
(p 152) "Is there a Sacred Way fromManufactarer to Consumer?” The ethics 
of the expert is discussed in a whole chapter (VI) called Knowmg One’s 
Busmess The view advanced is that more trades should be protected from 
the charlatan and ignoramus as the State to-day, by registration and examma- 
tion, piotects the medical profession Important also m the eyes of any 
economist is a salutary reflection on the ethics of the present unequal distribu- 
tion of wealth The authors nghtly point (p 192) to the large role played by 
chance and the cumulative efiect of any imtial chance success. 

The book ends with a summary chapter giving some of the principal mis- 
takes made m passmg moral judgments. Mistakes include lookmg to actual 
results rather than to mtentions, not takmg mto account the mterests of all 
the parties afiected. not considering circumstances, and being biased by 
private likes and dislikes for the persons concerned But the great value of this 
book lies m its wealth of mstances, often drawn from well-documented legal 
cases, fuUy disclosing names and cireumstances It is a pioneer book, as its 
dustcover quite truthfully remarks, and should lead to a new, up-to-date 
teaching of ethical problems in terms readily comprehended and accepted by 
an mdustnal community 

P Sargant Florence. 


A History of Cynicism, fri»n Diogenes to the Sixth Century AD By D R 
Dudley, Fellow of St John’s College. Cambndge [London Methuen 
& Co Ltd 1937 Pp XU -f 224 Price 125 6d) 

A history of CjTiicism must have a double purpose, and may be judged 
in two ways (1) VTiatever its plan may be m detail, it has to portray the 
individual Cynics and their eccentricities There is much legitimate enter- 
tainment to be had m this way, and Mr Dudley, who is an excellent raconteur, 
has made the most of it His idiomatic translations from the ancient sources 
are a pleasant feature of the book, and he leaves with the reader a vivid 
picture of life m the ancient world On a more mtellectual plane, but con- 
nected with this anecdotal purpose, there is the business of examining sources , 
much scnous and well-judged research, which should come under this 
category, is mcluded in jlr Dudley’s book 

(2) Philosophically speaking, the mam mterest of a history of Cynicism 
lies m Its answer to three mam questions First, with whom did the movement 
SKnn/U.'j . 'KhAJ-. CywA dnntegMSi., ■/. ? Thjx'ibj , u.is. Kh/iii 

real continuity m the movement? (If a negative answer is given to the last 
two questions, I suppose that, m the narrower sense of philosophy, Cynicism 
has no philosophical mterest ) The last point is an mterestmg one to consiilcr 
A long period, from Diogenes to the sixth century a d , is covered by Mr 
Dudley’s book, and there are times m which we have to acknowledge a •«luiii|> 
m Cynicism, if not its total extinction, e^ecially between 200 11 1 .nut the 
first century of the Empire Since the Cymes had no organized seluxil the 
thread of their contmuity was bound to be slender, and it was ,i contimiiiv 
in external thmgs, the wallet and rough cloak, rather than m any uk-.i' uf 
which these were symbohe. 
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Clear answers are given here at least to the first and third questions Jlr 
Dudley dismisses Antisthenes from the leading part, and mstals Diogenes 
in his place, on very reasonable grounds. "The traditional view has been 
established by two interested parties — ^Alexandrian wnters of Successions of 
Philosophers and the Stoics The former wished to trace all philosophical 
genealogies back to Socrates wherever possible, the latter, desirous of showing 
themselves as the true heirs of Socrates, made great play ivith the connection 
of their founder Zeno with the Cyme Crates, and turned Diogenes into a 
Stoic saint On the question of contmuity, Mr. Dudley takes the view that 
the eebpse of Cjmicism during the second and first centuries b c. was not 
total In Greece, it contmued to lead a spasmodic and subterranean existence: 
in Rome, although the references by Latin wnters do not all prove personal 
acquaintance with it, it does seem to have gamed a footing in the time of 
Cicero Mr Dudley gives two mam reasons for its decline in this period — 
firstly, that the \aneties of '‘onginahty" were limited, and even Cymcism. 
by bemg familiar, became respectable; secondly, that it was alien to the 
Roman temper And he accounts in this way for its revival in the first 
century ad — " luxury was more rampant than ever, and philosophy, even 
Stoicism, had compromised wth it ’’ 1 will only say, in criticism of this 
section, that the account of Thrasea and his adherents seems to me scarcely 
relevant, it is a pity to fuse Cynicism with Stoicism But the very fact that 
this can happen bnngs us back to the second mam question, ^Vhat were the 
doctrines of Cjiiicism^ This is not very clearly discussed m the book. I 
think Mr Dudley generally takes it for granted that Cynicism was essentially 
personal and external, and he says that it "bad no definite theoretical back* 
ground, but it would have been useful to hear further argument on this 
point The book at least leaves me with the impression that Cynicism is 
never more than Stoicism plus bad toanners. and perhaps the best answer 
to give to this question is simply, "none ” 

D. J AiiA'f 

Tki Traditional Formal Logic By \V A Sinclair (London: Methuen & Co 
1937 Pp XI + 131 Price 4s 6 d ) 

Mr Sinclair has done a real service to all whose business includes the 
teaching of Formal Logic, by producing a book which confines itself to what 
may be called the practical side of that study, viz the rules for the manipu- 
lation of statements and arguments. The ordinary text-book requires the 
student to dig out the practical rules from the discussion of theories on which 
they are supposed to depend, and when discussion has once got under way it 
seems almost impossible for an antbOT to steer clear of matters which have 
nothmg to do with Formal L<^c Mr. Smclair has seen that Formal Logic 
requires very little theory and no discussion Such theory as is necessary, 
e g the class doctrine of the proposition, he states bnefiy and clearly: the 
question whether it be true is irrelevant to the task of putting statements 
mto logical form or arguments into syllogisms, and it is to enable the student 
to perform such manipulations that the book has been written. 

The details of the book need not be dealt with here Some teachers will 
regret that Mr Sinclair has given such a meagre amount of immediate in- 
ference, and many will regret the omission of the old exercises on the rules 
of the syllogism— Jetemnnmg mood and figure from given data, etc. but 
Mr Sinclair is keenly alive to the danger of making Formal Logic too intricate 
and passmg beyond the mmimum likely to be expected of pass students or 
to be useful as an introduction to meue advanced logic. 
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The aim of the book is to make it possible aad even easy for the student 
to get up Formal Logic for himself without instruction, and the aim seems 
to have been achieved Teachers who adopt the book should find that the 
tune saved on helping students to use a tract-book will be far more'profifably 
spent on philosophical problems Some knowledge of Formal Logic is neces- 
sary to every student of philosophy, and Sir. Sinclair is to be complimented 
on his success m minunmiig the efiort necessary to acquire that Imowledge 

George Brown. 


Intuition By K \V Wild {Cambridge, at the Umversity Press 1938. Pp. 240 
Price IQS 6d net ) 

This IS a most likeable, hvely and (if I may say so) a most intelligent 
book Intuition is the name for so many different processes in so many 
philosophies that its frail thread of umtj' — not much more than the contrast 
between "within it and within,” on the one hand, and ' about it and about" 
on the other hand — is liable to snap under the kindliest pressure, and Miss 
Wild for the most part is “sceptical but impressed," as she says on one 
occasion She has, hovever, ahvelyandcatholiccunositj', aflairforpenetiatmg 
analysis, and an effecti-vely debonair nay of wntirg She has chosen a theme 
that suited her talent 

The first hundred pages or so seem to me to be rather less successful than 
their successors She begins with Bergson, and produces uhat seems to me 
to be rather a congested account of a congest^ docmne In contrast her 
careful analj-sis of a great but slenderly evidenced question — the precise 
meaning of Spinoza's thud grade of knowledge — reaches a high standard 
An account of Croce follows, then an account of Jung (mth excursus companng 
hiTTi With Lew Bruhl, \S’hitehead, and Wordsworth) then an account of 
Wlutehead solus This time jumping and provocative method has the 
advantage of illuminating several of the different facets of a diversified and 
divisive subject, but it puts somethmg of a strain upon the reader, especiaUy 
smce all the exlubits have been broken off from their histoncal antecedents 
(When Miss Wild speaks of intuition as a "new name" in Spmoza’s philosophy 
one IS frankly puzzled tVas Spinoza not a commentator on Descartes ’ And 
if there had been no critical and post-cntical philosophy, nould Croce have 
dreamed of evolving his doctrine of intuition *) 

The next and central part of the book is divided according to subject- 
matter Intuition in rehgion, m morals, in aesthetics, is successively discussed, 
and IS followed by chapters on gemns, teleology, and axiology In the chapter 
on genius the expository conjunction of Rousseau. Goethe, Henrj’ Ford, and 
Kmg Dand. Goliath’s conqueror, is effective as well as bold, and Miss Wild 
has touched nothing that she docs not understand much better than most 

In a short concluding discussion of about twenty pages. Miss Wild proceeds 
to compare defimtions She is convinced that there is somethmg to clanfv, 
despite the fact that, "the word mtuition has been used by serious and 
thoughful writers m so many different senses that it has no clear meaning 
outside its immediate conteirt, and often not in it " The notes of immediacy, 
mexphcabibty, and reliability seems to pertain to all serious accounts of 
"intuition," and it is nearly always held to be conformable to the spiritual 
rather than to the material On the whole the idea that “mtuition" is a 
pnus m all knowmg of whatsoever special land seems to be less expugnable, 
to this author’s mind than any other, and I think w e hear rather less in these 
definitorv statements about the emotional penumbra of much "mtuition” 
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than in the body of the discussion. In general SIiss Wild is convinced that 
"a careless dismissal of what is intensely felt and persistently defended is 
not philos^hic ’’ 

Miss WiTd has had the courage to end her book with the brief paragraph 
"And so on," and that is not the only respect m which her short concluding 
chapter is more than usually courageous She ttnnks she can "safely” draw 
fifteen positive conclusions, "which we may expect every one to accept," that 
she has disproved four propositions (a modest number) can show that four 
are improbable, but that fourteen remain possible. It does not seem to me 
that she has been as careful about accuracy of expression in this chapter as 
in the others, although the need for accuracy in it is obidously very great 
In particular I do not think that II (4) on p 229 is precise or even intelligible 
as it stands But I hope I am wrong 

John Laird 


Liberality and Civilaalion By CitBERT Murray, DCL., LLD, LittD 
(London George Allen & Unwin, Ltd 1938 Pp 94 Pncer8.6d.net) 
Here are two lectures repenlly given at the invitation of the Hibbert 
Trustees in the Universities of Bristol, Glasgow, and Birnungham, by an 
author of world'Wide fame The loss of liberality he bolds (whatever one's 
politics) is the legacy of the msecunty of the Peace Unless men can devise 
hberal things, there is rum before us. and there is still time for the revival 
of hberality, since it has not faded altogether into the Limbo of forgotten and 
fantastic things The state of Europe is the poignant, pitiful theme of this 
tract for the times "Nations can destroy one another if they wiU, they can 
save one another if they will But no nation can destroy the others and save 
Itself." Liberahty and humanity go together and require a comity of nations 
Liberahty can still cast out fear, although we are so close to the abyss, and 
the author attempts throughout to give practical suggestions for the succour 
of a tortured world His hope is still in the League of Nations, as is natural 
in one who has given such distinguished services to that body, and he does 
not believe that dictators can be liberal, but he is not more tendenaous than 
his liberal spirit compels him to be. 

John Laird 


Punishment By Hans von Hentig. (London WiUiam Hodge & Co , Ltd , 
1937- Pp 239 Price I2S 6d net ) 

This book by Dr Hans von Hentig, who ivas formerly Professor of Penal 
Law and Criminology at the Umveisity of Bonn, is the translation into 
Enghsh of a German original from -whicli the numerous footnotes, we are tol , 
have been omitted The book suiters from ttie circumstance that it is a tiatis 
lation, and it is manifest throughout that it is a translation of a German 
ongmal The eSect is to give one a sense of effort in the reading, and thoug 
the stj'le does here and there give promise of improvement, the effort has 0 
be maintained to the end Apart from this cnticism which one has to ma e 
of the translation, the work displays all the characteristics that one associa es 
with German scientific writing There is a wide, almost an infinite, range 
of leammg which gives to the chapters on “The Evolution of Punishmen 
a very considerable interest. In these chapters illustrations are drawn ro 
ancient and modem history and from ChnstiaD and Jewish and Aryan an 
non-Aryan sources. 
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There is a useful chapter on "The Theories and the Purpose of Punishment ” 
The dominant purpose that commends itself to the author is that of the 
use of punishment as a means of somal selection, to which the old arrange- 
ment of purposes, reformative, deterrent, and preventive are to be subor- 
dmated There is, how ever, a danger in allowing the cnmmologist a free hand 
m these matters It is that the pomt of view of the cmninologist as such is 
apt to be too narrow and needs to be corrected by a supenor pomt of vnevv, 
be it ethical or even political Moreover, one feels that certain modes of 
punishment that may commend themselves to the cnmmologist for one 
reason may come to be used by the pobtical power for another, and quite 
different, purpose, as in fact would seem to have happened with the intro- 
duction of sterilization mto German law It is perhaps in the irony of things 
that Dr von Hentig should have advocated this new mode of punishment 
as long as twentj'-one years ago 

The book shows throughout a certain scientific temper, and the author 
mamfestlj’ has all the material at his disposal One feels, however, that his 
general philosophy is unacceptable Thus, he attaches a great deal too httle 
importance to intellect (p 83) and is apt to deny the freedom of the will 
{p 148) On these things the whole tradition of European law and punishment 
have been founded \\itb their denial other things of necessity must dis- 
appear as, for mstance, the idea of justice for which Dr von Heotig appears 
to have ver^ httle concern in this book on punishment Altogether, as a piece 
of writing directed to English conditions, one feels that the latest work by 
^fr Leo Page on Cttme and the Conmumty is not only more readable but 
also of greater value 

Rickard O'Svllivan. 


Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association, Volume XIII’ 
Philosophy of Education (Washington, DC Cathohe University of 
Amenca 1938 Pp 232 ) 

Amongst the papers and addresses on education in this volume is a forceful 
plea b3» Dr N Murray Butler, who is speaking as a guest of the Association- 
for the intervention of philosophy in the realm of education, and there are 
several papers devoted to the pmrt Scholastic philosophy may hope to play 
in making a theory of education for America These papers contam much 
healthy self cnticism (as in the statement on p 62 that “a. Scottish child 
of eleven is at the developmental level of an American child of thirteen”), 
but at times tbej become somewhat naive or Overburdened with citations 
However, since Aquinas left no eaphcit philosophy of education among his 
writings, it IS reasonable that bis modern followers should draw out the 
imphcations of what he did say on the human character and mtellect 

Qt more interest is the report of a jomt-session wnth the American Philo- 
sophical Association m December 1937 Here Dr Louis Mercier of Harvard 
defends Scholastic philosophy as a "duahstic humamsm" agcUnst monistic 
criticism from Professor Blanshard of Swarthmore College Perhaps Dr 
Mercier neglects the importance of the idea of analogia enfts in his exposition, 
and thus lays himself open to the charge that the Thomist account of the 
relation between temporal and eternal "runs off into injstery at crucial 
points " 

The second discussion (pp 147-170), between Dr Sheldon of Yale and 
Fr G B Phelan of Toronto, is concerned with the nature of the union of 
mind and bod}’ Dr Sheldon is for one-way action, of mind on body, while 
Fr Phelan exposes the Scholastic conception of mind as a spintiial substance 
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and at the same time principle of unity to ttie growing and sentient body. 
It IS valuable to see the points of contact and disagreement between Scholas- 
ticism and more recent philosophies here brought into general view, for 
much can thus be achieved to break the bamers set around Scholastic 
philosophy by its difficulties of language and environment. 

J. H. Crehan 


"Piers Ploii'man" and Contemporary Rehgtaus Thought. By Greta Hort, 
M.A., PhD (London S.PC.K. New York. Macmillan Co 1938- 
Pp 170 Price 8s 6d net) 

The interest of this able and well written book is not mainly literary, nor 
solely religious, as philosophy and theology were in close alliance. After an 
appreciative description of the poem, and a balanced estimate of Langland’s 
knowledge of theology based on an examination of his Latin quotations, 
two chapters are devoted to the description of hfan, then follow chapters on 
Predestination, the Atonement, and the Sacrament of Penance In the 
Conclusion the author expresses her opinion that "Piers Plowman helped to 
prepare the way for the English Reformation, the characteristic of which 
IS its cathohcity',” that it "is a tbeolc^cal poem, and that the key to it is 
the problem of the salus anmarum as that presented itself to our fourteenth 
century forefathers" (p 159) If philosophy is as complete an interpretation 
of the world and life as the mind of man can compass, this problem may 
fall within its province For readers of excJusiveiy technical interest m 
philosophy, Chapters III and IV may advance a claim, for the author here 
deals competently with contemporary thought in the sphere now assigned 
to psychology To enter into any details would demand more space than the 
book can claim, although it deserves this brief mention and commendation. 

A. E. Garvie. 


Immoriahty A Critique of the Process of Nature and the World of Man's Ueas 
By Count Hermann Keyserlinc (London Oxford University Press 
Humphrey Milford. 1938 Pp xvi -f 232 Pnce los 6d ) 

This IS a translation by Jane hlarsball of a book published in Germany 
about thirty years since It has been through three editions, and the author 
admits that it represents a stage of the problem he has now passed. But be 
considers it is a stage that others, seeking to approach the same problem, must 
also pass Hence he allows it to be translated, and refers to other work, not 
accessible to the revieiver, as indicating Jus present position This naturally 
makes reviewing not an easy task Nor is it easy to put briefly the mam thesis 
of the book It may be stated, however, as follows The individual is the 
fieetmg shadow Hume declared bun to be But actually he is the ever changing 
manifestation of a supra-personal entelechy or energy, which is the expression 
of life as a whole Only from tha t standpoint is the individual explicable or 
significant Now this, of course, is really the biolo^cal aspect of the indivfdu 
He is the expression of the germ plasm As such he is as immortal as life is 
But m a world ultimately doomed to extmction, accordmg to the secon 
law of thermodynamics, this does not seem much ground for immortality 
Consaonsness is a very secondary product in the author’s scheme of things 
is life, hfe as it is in cabbages and kmgs, of which he continually speaks s 
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in the Buddhist conception, the mdividnal dies ever>’ moment. There does not, 
therefore, seem anything ver^’ distinctive m this, and the book is the more 
tantahzmg because of its rbetoncal style, vrhich does not suit its philosophical 
purpose Yet it is worth reading despite its repetitions and obscurities It is 
mdefinite, and yet has signs of real insight If the author would re-wnte this 
youthful manifesto m the Ught of his matnrer thought, it might well be an 
outstandmg book As it is. it leaves the reader with a sense of dissatisfaction, 
for which, of course, he will blame the author, with an uneasy sense that 
perhaps he too is to blame for not bemg sufficiently able to think himself mto 
the author’s standpomt 

E. S Waterhouse. 
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To THE Editor or PMosoplty 

Sir, 

I should take this opportunity to thank Professor F Otto Schrader for the 
appreciative and encouraging review which he has written oo my book. Thought 
and Ideality, and which has been published m the January issue of this journal 
He has been <)uite fair to me in it, and it is after some hesitation that 1 have decided 
to send this short note Ther% are a few points in the review, which, if taken as he 
tried to present them, will lead to some imsandetstaodiog of Sankara's philosophy 
There are, again, a few points of cnticism levelled against Sankara, which, 1 feel, 
can be met reasonably from the side of logic 

Professor Schrader objects to regarding the Absolute as conscious, and says, 
ivith Duessen, that this is due to Sankara's anthropomorphism On the other hand, 
he has no objection to treating it as snpra-conscious But the supra-conscious cannot 
be the same as the unconscious ox infra consanns. it rnnstbe more than our conscious- 
ness The consciousness we have at this empirical kvel is not perfect, that is, for 
It there always remains some impenetrable core lo the object Put m the Absolute 
this defect is removed It is fully mediated immedwcy or self-conscwusnes*, m 
which the screen between the subject and the object drops Of course, it is not 
consciousness in the ordinary sense vr* consaousoess of an obieet that is alien to 
consciousness It stUl is consciousness for which the object itself is consciousness 
It IS our ordinary consciousness made perfect It w for this reason that Sankara 
regards the consciousness of the sell, not as its property, bot as the same as the 
self For the same reason many of the Western idealists too have called the Absolute 
by the name of Self-consciousness 

Our thought cannot form an episteinological ideal beyond such a Self It is the 
most perfect type of existence that we can think of, and which we regard as the 
truth of our Suite existence That is why whenever we have direct experience of 
It we are said to reach the deepest depths of our being We cannot think of deeper 
depths than that Buddhism may postulate eight supratnundane w-orlds But the 
nwBibes of such worlds can never be deSnitely proved, and the question belongs to 
mythology, not to logic and metaphysics The Absolnte >s postulated as that 
transcends all thought, and so all relations It from any world it is possible to think 
of a higher, then that world is stdl withm reach of thought and has relations to the 
higher and the lower So naturally that cannot be the Absolute The Absolute is 
not what is merely supra-mundane, but what is beyond thought The world of 
angels is supra-mundane, but it is not the Absolute Nor is it logical to postulate 
somethmg beyond the infinite Mythology may do so, but it is not metaphysics 
Buddha, was silent when the <jiiestion was put to him. about the Self or the Absolute, 
but the reasons for his silence were best known to him only It would be dogr^tic 
to interpret bis silence as denial But Sankara asserts the truth of the Absolute, 
because unieaSity, according to him, is unthinkable without thinking of reality as 
its basis The Absolute is real as the basis of the world, which is relatiiely 

The suggestion is made that *naya may be understood from the side of the 
conception of the world as Being and Non-Beutg But there is a subtle and 
difference between the two conceptions Maya, according to Sankara, is neitn 
Being nor Non Being, and is not a nmty of the tivo This pomt I have expl^me m 
my book, and need not repeat wbat I have said already Or rather, we should y 
that Being and Non Being are understood by Sankara differently from the Gree 
Non-Being is the admittedly unreal, which is ne'rer experienced as real B ° g 
what turns unity into plurahty, or Being into Becoming, and it is 
as absence or difference It does not enter at all mto the constitution of mdya 
IS an entity which is experienced « real, it is positive Yet it is not Being or 
tence, for the Absolute only is such The Absolute also is positive, yet i is 
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Being or Existence It is for the reason that mSya cannot be treated as either 
existence or non-e-astence that it is said to be inexplicable The Absolute also may 
be said to be inexplicable but m a d iffer e n t sense, viz , that of being beyond thought, 
not m the sense that it is neither Being nor Non-Being 

Another suggestion is made that uvarta may be understood as creation from 
nothing This seems to be a nusondeistanding At least Sankara does not under 
stand it in that sense The creation is ont of Brahman, not out of nothmg But this 
Brahman does not change or undergo modification in the process For example 
when milk turns into curd, the mdlc is no more its very substance is transformed 
This process is called panndma But when gold is made into an ornament, gold is 
not transformed into any other substance Similarly Brahman is the cause of the 
world but this is a peculiar cause which does not chaise in the process Such a 
process is called viiarta Sankara does not accept the principle that creation can 
be out of nothing On the other hand he does not also accept the principle that 
every case of causation must be a case oi panndma Vnaria is a peculiar concept, 
and its peculiarity should be as such recognized and should not be understood 
m terms of any other concept 

1 should like to add that the concept of creation as Ula or play though it does 
not seem to be explicitly mentioned m the C’panisbads is yet found in the Brahma 
sfifras (11 1 33) which are an interpretation of the Lpanisbads And all the commen- 
tators of the BrahmasHtras accept the concept of Ilia as eicpressing the bpaaishadic 
view I therefore attributed it to the Upanishads though I could have been more 
definite This and a few lapses will be corrected m a second edition when that is 
required luldudyS is not a mispnnt for sihSlSttdyi but for tuldvtdyS 

I agam thank Professor Schrader for introducmg my book to the Western 
readers as important and comprehensive And it will give me much gratification 
if the readers take, not merely antiquarian, but philosophical mterest in it 


Andhra Lniversity Waiiair 
May 13 193S 


P T Raju 


To ™e Editor of Pktlesophy 
Sir 

^^‘hen a review by one eminent philosopher of another s work is admitted to 
be not a review but a grouse and a grouse declared to be justified some reply 
seems called for on behalf of those readers who value the work in question 
Professor A E Taylors complaint (in Philosophy Apnl 1938) against Mr 
Santayana s book The Realm oj Truth includes two charges first that his verbal 
graces picturesque metaphors, impair the effect of his work — obscure that 
straightforward statement of meaning he could give us 1/ he would secondly that 
these freely indulged metaphors are actually no mere adornment but pieces of 
a myth and a myth which impresses one as false To the second of these charges 
no reply need be made That one philosophers system should appear to another 
reviewing it as false, or inadequate is a result for which we are all prepared \\'hat 
surprises is that those metaphors which at one moment are charactensed as parts 
of Santayana s essential myth should also be spoken of as deviations ftom the 
honest efiort to commumcate meaning It is just this pomt that 1 wish to contest 
It seems to me that many philosophers are rightly realizmg — to day perhaps more 
than ever before — that our clearest renderings of reahty whether couched in austere 
conceptual terms or vanegated with abundant imagery may wuth equal justice 
be descnbed as myths — myths in the sense of partial rendermgs from some human 
his'^oncally conditioned standpoint of what necessarily transcends human grasp 
In Santayana s work, it seems to me, a reader at all m sympathy with his standpoint 
can feel the effort of a sincere mind to render exactly now by logical statement, 
now by brilliant imagery the outlook to which the writer's expenence and powers 
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constrain him, and if m some inqiortaiit respect such a reader difiers from the 
author’s conclusions, still the clanty ot exposition, m its untechnicality and variety 
of literary presentation, enables one to enter un^natively the distinctive outlook 
and to raeasute and clarify one's o'an tbou^t against it 

Yours faithfully, 

Maud Bodkin 

2 North Grove, 

Hichoate N 6 , 

April 1938. 


To THE EbnOR OP Philosophy 

Sir, 

May I protest against the last paragrapti of the review of Canon Green’s 
The Probtem 0} Art in your Apnl niimbec> Your reviewer hopes that the author 

■‘anllcnjoy aswcfis sraKtfef [stc] becausehehas seen through the meaningless 

rigmarole ot the Neapolitan qnaclc " 

I have had. m my time occasion to express disagreement not only with Croce 
and Canon Green hut also with youT teviev.et I hope nothing was lost in explicittiess 
by trying to follow the urbane tradition of Hume and Butler, rather than the bad 
manners of Bradley 

The passage m Canon Green thus commended seems to me an inadequate inter- 
pretation of Croce 

Yours, etc., 

E F. CarritTi 

■U'NTVERSITV COEl-eOE. 

Oxford, 

April 8, 1938 
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF MYSTICISM* 

Thi Verv Rev W R. INGE. KCVO, DD, FBA 

William James’s famous book, TA* Varieties of Religious Experience, 
appeared m 1902 Ever since that date studies of the psychology of 
mysticism have poured from the press In our ov,ti country we may 
name Evelyn Underhill, Mrs Herman, and von Hugel In France, 
Bastide, Murisier, Recejac, Boutroux, Delacroix, Janet, Poulain, 
Bremond, Bergson, Brehier In America, besides William James, 
Starbuck, Leuba, Coe. Hocking, Rufus Jones. P E More, Pratt, 
Royce, Bennett These lists are far from complete In Germany the 
subject seems to have aroused less interest , but Otto, not long before 
his death, published a book deahng with it 

The psychological approach is characteristic of our time The strong 
current of anti-rationalism, subjectivism, and relativity which has 
swept over Amenca and many schools of thought in Europe, has 
threatened to banish ontology from philosophy, and to leave it ivith 
only the theory of Icnowledge, psychology, and ethics, which are the 
three parts of Hofiding’s Philosophy of Religion The importance 
attached to religious experience has led to a fresh study of the 
wntings of the mystics, which has been supplemented, especially 
m the Umted States, by the method of the questionnaire Medici 
psychology has been called in, and even the psycho-analysts have 
offered their contribution 

I should be the last to dispar^e the valae of these researches, 
which have thrown much light on some of the dark places of the 
human mind One may mdeed suspect that an imdue amount of 

» Lecture delivered at the Evening Meeting of the Institute on March 31, 
1933. 
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attention has been given to the abnormal manifestations of a natural 
and healthy state of the soul. Some of the writers whose names I 
have mentioned would confine the word mysticism to the pathology 
of religion, a view which can hardly be held except by those who 
either give the word a meaning which it does not bear in religious 
philosophy, or who regard all except the most tepid religious devotion 
as pathological. Others are \villing to treat the testimony of the 
mystics to their own experiences Avith great respect, and even to 
allow that their construction of reality may be as worthy of credence 
as that which forms the basis of naturalism. For instance, William 
James says, "The existence of mystical states absolutely overthrows 
the pretensions of non-mystical states to be the sole dictators of 
what we believe.” Those who go as far as this have admitted that 
the mystical experience is one of the facts with which a comprehen- 
sive philosophy has to deal. F. H. Bradley’s words are well known 
"Nothing can be more real than what we experience in religion. 
The person who says that man in his religious consciousness is not 
in touch with reality does not know what he is talking about.” 

Nevertheless, it cannot be emphasized too strongly that psychology, 
while it remains within its self-imposed limits, is an abstract study, 
a branch of natural science. Its subject is the states of human 
consciousness in and for themselves The relation of those states to 
objective reality falls outside the province of the psychologist. 
Dr. William Brown, who believes in the genuineness of the mystic 
sense of God, is careful to make this clear. “If I may speak no longer 
as a psychologist but as a man,” he writes, "the experience of life 
confirms my belief that the possibility of some communion between 
that [divine] power and the individual is not an illusion.”’^ Many, 
I suppose, would say that the question of the objectivity of the 
vision falls outside the scope of philosophy also, since in their opinion 
all truth is relative, and the quest of the absolute is vain. But those 
who believe this must remain for ever outside the world in which 
the mystic moves. For mysticism is essentially ontological; the 
contemplative cares nothing for states of consciousness. His business 
is wth the ultimately real. He aspires to the vision of God, and 
believes that this vision is within his reach. If this quest is fore- 
doomed to disappointment, he would be the first to agree with 
Murisier and Leuba that his whole life has been a delusion. That he 
may be deceived he knows well. All through his spiritual journey 
he is on his guard against "the false light” — against the snares of 
the Evil One, who can transform himself into an angel of light. 
But if there is no absolute standard whereby these fraudulent 
images are condemned as evil, while genuine revelations are accepted 
as coming from God, he is at the mercy of his o%vn sinful and corrupt 
* In his contnbutioti to Rehpon and L%fe, p. 54. 
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nature; his faith is vain, and his earnest, often agonizing prayers 
are futile. 

It is because contemplation — prefer on the whole to use this 
word, which is the word used in Catholic theology — is essentially 
ontological, standing or falling by the Platonic act of faith that 
“the completely real is completely knowable," that there is and 
must be a philosophy of mysticism. That most of the mystics was 
not philosophers is true but irrelevant. If the pearl of great price 
for which they were whiling to sacrifice everyt^g is really there, 
the truth revealed to them is not only one of the facts of which 
philosophy has to take account, it is the culminating point of 
philosophy, the goal of knowledge, and the aim of conduct. Their 
method, as we shall see, involves a certain conviction about the 
Supreme Reahty, a theory of knowledge of a quite distmctive kind, 
and a scheme of ascent to the goal of earthly existence, which is the 
vision of God Although for many conteroplatives this quest was 
embarked on as an act of faith, and proved empirically, it none the 
less rests on a definite philosophy. 

The philosophy of mysticism has indeed been worked out by 
several thinkers of genius. Plato himself was a mystic, as we might 
gather from several passages in his dialogues, and most explicitly 
from the remarkable Seventh Epistle, of the genuineness of which 
almost ah scholars ate now convinced The philosophy of contem- 
plation must always be of the Platonic type. Its greatest thmker 
IS of course Plotinus, but several Christian mystics have made 
valuable contributions — Augustme, for example, Eckhart, and 
Bohme, and even some Cathobc saints who are not ranked as 
philosophers, like St. Bernard and St John of the Cross The scheme, 
in fact, IS unusually defimte and utufotm m contemplatives divided 
by place, time, and creed 

There is, however, m my opinion, a very important difference, 
affecting the whole philosophy, between European and Asiatic 
mysticism I use European and Asiatic as convement terms, but 
there have been European thinkers who have belonged to what I 
have called the Asiatic type, and Indian thinkers, such as the great 
Sankara, the main subject of Otto’s book, who, according to him, 
resist the world-renouncing tendency of Indian thought generally. 
This IS the most important point that I shall have to deal with m 
this lecture, both on account of its decisive significance in forming 
an estimate of the philosophy of mysticism, and because of the 
strange misunderstanding which has vitiated most books about the 
Neoplatomsts I must return to the subject. Here I will only say 
that by mistranslating Plotinus’s "the One” or "The First Principle” 
by the word God. and ignom^ the whole rich w orld of supersensuous 
reality which is the spiritual home of the Platonist, they have 
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accused these thinkers of deifying an empty abstraction, and 
hypostatizing the Infinite Not. But this misunderstanding, which is 
inexcusable in the case of Plotinus, seems to me, judging from very 
inadequate knov?kdge of Indian philosophy, to be really character- 
istic of many of the Hindu thinkers. The sensible world for them is 
pure illusion; it teaches us nothing; and our refuge from it is in an 
undifferentiated Absolute with no qualities. Thus, it seems to me, 
they offer us a journey through the unreal, which can be no real 
journey, and a rest in the eternal which is too much like the sleep 
of death There is much m Eckhart which seems open to the same 
criticism, though he does not carry these ideas through consistently. 
But European mysticism generally is free from this error, and I 
hope to show that the mystical theory of knowledge is inconsistent 
%vith It. 

Among modem writers who have made contributions to the 
philosophy of mystidsm I may name Edward Caird, Thomas 
^Vhlttaker, Royce, von Hugel, Urban. K. E. Kirk. Dorn Cuthbert 
Butler, Radhakrishnan and other Indians, de Burgh. Urwick, 
Bergson, and T. H. Hughes. The French Neo-Thomists, such as 
Gilson and Rousselot, are often helpful 

The word mysticism is so loosely used that I must make it quite 
clear what I do and do not mean by it. I am walling to accept most 
of the foUou-ing definitions. Westcott, without mentioning the word, 
suiiunanzes exactly what a Platonist believes about the approaches 
to the vision of God. “Rdigion in its completeness is the harmony 
of philosophy, ethics, and art blended into one by a spiritual Force, 
by a consecration at once personal and absolute. The direction 
of philosophy is theoretic, and its end is the true. The direction of 
ethics IS practical, and its end is the good. The direction of art is 
representative, and its end is the beautiful. Religion includes these 
several ends, but adds to them that in which they find tlieir con- 
summation, the holy.” (These last W'ords ivill at once suggest Otto’s 
book, Das Hetlige, wTutten long after Westcott. I am not in favour 
of making “the holy” a fourth, beside goodness, truth, and beauty. 
The sense of ‘‘the numinous” may be evoked by the contemplation 
of any of the three absolute values. Nor am I in favour of postulatii^ 
a sort of sixth sense w'hich the mystics, it has been suggested, possess 
for the apprehension of divine truth. Plotinus was saner when he 
said that we only need a faculty “which all possess, hut few’ use’ ; 
though we must add that all possess it in very different degrees.) 
Leuba says shortly that mysticism is ‘‘an mtuitive certainty of 
contact wth the supersensible world." Pfleiderer says; ‘‘lly’sticism 
is the immediate feeling of the umty of the self %rith God; it is 
nothing, therefore, but the fun^Umental feeling of religion, the 
religious life at its very heart and centre." ‘‘It appears,” says PriJ^k 
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Pattison, "in connexion wth the endeavour of the human mind to 
grasp the divine essence or the ultimate reality of things, and to 
enjoy the blessedness of actual communion with the highest The 
first is the philosophic side, the second its religious side. The thought 
that is most intensely present with the mj-stic is that of a supreme, 
all-pervading, and mdwelhng Power, in whom all thmgs are one 
On the practical side, it maintains the possibility of direct inter- 
course with this Being of Beings. God ceases to be an object, and 
becomes an experience.” R. L. NetUeship's words that "true mysti- 
cism IS the consciousness that everythmg, in being what it is, is 
symbohc of something more” emphasizes one side of mysticism, a 
very important side, in my opinion. I cannot accept any definition 
which identifies mysticism with excited or hystencal emotionalism, 
with sublimated eroticism, with visions and revelations, with super- 
natural (duahstically opposed to natural) activities, or, on the 
philosoplucal side, with irrationalism I suggest that a generation 
which treats its expenence of ghosts with respect ought not to be 
rude about the expenence of God 

I propose to divide my subject into three sections — ontological, 
the doctrine of ultimate reality, epistemological, the doctrine of 
knowledge; and ethical, the chart by which the mystic finds his way 
up the hill of the Lord. 

The common assumption that God is so bound up with the world 
that it is as necessary to Hun as He is to it is incompatible with 
mysticism. The Supreme, whether we call it God or with Plotmus 
the One or with Eckhart the Godhead, or with some modems the 
Absolute, IS transcendent The notion that God is evolving with 
His universe, coming into His own, reahzmg Himself, or emerging, 
owes its populanty to “the last Western heresy,” the idea that the 
macrocosm is moving towards "one far-off divme event " There can 
be no process of the Absolute, no progress, and no change Exhorta- 
tions to take time senously may be m place when we are dealmg 
with history, but to subordmate the Eternal to space and time is 
a fatal error m metaphysics. 

In considering the status of Tune and Change in reality, we cannot 
make ourselves independent of natural science Our astronomers, 
when they are confronted with an impasse, may take refuge m 
Berkeleyan ideahsm, but this way of esiape is lUegitunate We 
cannot begm with stars and atoms, treated as concrete reahties, 
and end with mental concepts which have no necessary conne.Mon with 
the phenomenal viorld on which all science is based Kow, however 
we may define progress, it is quite certain that it is a local, temporary, 
and sporadic phenomenon m some comers of the universe, to erect 
It mto a cobiuic law is not only fantastic but ndiculous If anythmg 
can be pronounced absolutely certam, it is the irrevocable doom of 
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all life on our planet. And if God be involved in the evolution which 
we rashly assume to be an endless movement in one direction, then 
God must die. 

Writers like Edward Caird seem to regard it as self-evident that 
the idea of unilateral activity, transeunt causation, is untenable. 
We are not dealing with physical attraction and repulsion, and I 
can see no difficulty in it. At any rate, if we reject it, all theism goes 
^vith it. Even thinkers so favourably disposed to Christianity as 
Pringle Pattison never really get beyond pantheism. 

It is quite possible that mystical intuition is the source of ontology. 
In all philosophy we come to a point where we must trust our deepest 
convictions, which are not arrived at by any process of reasoning, 
but must be accepted as fundamental facts. Such, I maintain, are 
the absolute values, Truth, Goodness, and Beauty; and such is the 
conviction that behind the multiple there must be unity, behind 
the changing the immutable, behind the temporal the eternal. 
"Quod est non fit nec fieri potest," says Eckhart. Bradley accepts the 
dialectic of mysticism when he says, "The relational form implies a 
substantial totality beyond relations and above them. . . . The ideas 
of goodness and of beauty suggest in different ways the same result. 
We gain from them the knowledge of a unity which transcends and 
yet contams every manifold appearance.” 

The Platonists, following an important but perhaps isolated 
statement of Plato himself, place the One, the Absolute, "beyond 
existence.” This expression is not used by the Christian mystics, 
but the difference is really verbal. When Eckhart says, "Deus est 
smm Esse,” he means that God does not have Being, but is His 
own Being. When he says, "Esse est Dens,” God is predicated of 
Being, not Being of God Eckhart, like Plotinus, does not use "God” 
of the Godhead: "God and Godhead are as far apart as heaven and 
earth.” Of the Godhead nothing positive can be affirmed; and though 
Eckhart protests that his method is only "negalio 7tegationis,” he 
is certainly in danger of leaving his Supreme Principle void of 
contents. "Do not prate about God,” he says. We must also remember, 
in comparing Eckhart \vith Plotinus, that "esse” in scholastic 
theology is convertible with "unum” and "bonwn,” and that Plotinus 
warns us of the danger of tryii^ to get beyond the sphere of Nous, 
in which the relation of subject and object still exists. In the kingdom 
of the "One-Many,” subject and object correspond perfectly, and 
are inseparable, but they remain subject and object. "To rise above 
Nous is to fall outside it.” This is one of the pregnant sayings which 
interpreters of Plotinus almost wilfully disregard. When we read 
in Scotus Erigena, ‘‘Deus per excettentiam non immerito Nihilwn 
vocatur,” we can understand the need of this warning. 

There are two paths by which the mystic rises to the contemplation 
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of the Absolute, the path of dialectic and the path of experience. 
The God of religion is rather the revelation than the revealer. The 
source of revelation cannot be revealed; the ground of knowledge 
cannot be known. The ilonad is not an atomic individual, but the 
unity of a group; "the One is not one of the units which make up 
the number two " We have to postulate an absolute Umty behind 
the duality of the relational form, because we must not reduce either 
Nous or Noeton to dependence on the other The philosophy of 
mysticism is neither subjective idealism nor crude realism. 

The latest wnter on the philosophy of mysticism, Mr Hughes, is 
VTong in saying that Plotinus e^austs the resources of language 
to assert the personality of the One. The One "does not think;”* 
he is essentially Wdl only as being his own cause But hke almost aU 
who speculate about the Absolute or the Unknowable, Plotmus tells 
us rather too much about him His successors were driven by their 
dialectic to postulate some still more meffable principle beyond the 
One. "No monad or triad," says Dionysius, “can express the aU- 
transcending hiddenness of the all transcendmg superessentially 
superexisting superdeity " 

In what I have called Asiatic mysticum the denial of all value 
to the things of sense carries inth it a blumng of all distmctions. 
"Omites creaturae sunt, uitum purtan nihtl," says Eckhart Thus the 
supra-real and the infra-real are described by the same word The 
Self, which is supposed to be all-mclusive, is really an empty cate- 
gory. Hegelians are fond of puttmg in the pilloiy' Pope's line, "As 
full, as perfect in a hair as heart " If God is equally present in all 
things, He is equally absent m all things This kind of pantheism 
does not differ very much from atheism, and moral distmctions 
disappear like all others Hence the antinomiamsm of much Indian 
thought. The Hindu not only eats and drinks rehgiously, he sms 
rehgiously. Sometimes the Asiatic mystic uses language which in 
spite of its superficial subtlety is really meaningless and absurd 
For mstance, Jelaleddm wntes' 

I am the mast, the rndder, the steersman and the ship, 

I am the coral reef on which it founders 

This is hardly parodied by Andrew’ Lang's: 

I am the batsman and the bat, 

I am the bowler and the ball. 

The umpire, the pavihon cat. 

The roller, pitch, and stumps and all 

' This may be established mthout m> emendation (which I consider quite 
certain (m 3 9 3 ) dAA oi5 roe! to vp&xor islKttra orceZ iot ov Oeoi . . . one; 
which makes no sense. 
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We cannot know the Infinite, for to know is to limit; but we can 
know the fact of the Infinite, for this is implied in the act of knowing. 
If the fact of hmit only implies the indefinite, the act of limiting 
implies the infinite. When we have once committed ourselves, by 
an act of reasonable faith, to the belief that the fully real can be 
fidly known, or, in another phrase of Plato’s, that he who is filled 
\vith the most real is most really filled, we can hardly stop short of 
the last step, in which reason comes to rest where all distinctions 
are reconciled. 

Plotinus and the Christian mystics all call the Supreme Principle 
the Good as well as the One. The Good in this connexion is not 
exactly a moral quality. The Good is the supreme object of all desire. 
It IS the condition of knowledge, that which makes the world intelli- 
gible. It is the creator and snstamer of all things. The Good may be 
defined as unity as the goal of desire. This desire is said to be 
universal. “All things pray except the Supreme," says Proclus. 
The desire is not only universal but insatiable. "The soul,” says 
Plotmus, "is always attaimng and always aspirmg." “Knowledge 
Itself IS desire ” This is why it cannot be content even with the 
attainment of the wJcrpo? voip’oy which is the Platonic heaven. The 
same cra\^ for the infinite, for the felt presence of God Himself, is 
characteristic of all mysticism. 

^e dialectic thus leads logically to the point where it must 
abdicate m order to enter "naked." as they said, into the Holy 
01 Holies. The word "irrational" is here most inappropriate. The 
reasoning faculty which the Greeks caUed XoyiaaSs or hiivota is 
the activity of the intellect only. But vovs is the whole personality 
urufied under its own highest part. The faith which began as an 
experiment, and passed through illuminated understanding, ends as 
an experience. The intellect is m no way false to itself m recognizing 
Its own limitations. 

The path of the dialectic proceeds pari passu with inner experi- 
^ expected, on the principles of mysticism, that since 

e uman soul is a microcosm, having affinities with every grade 

0 rea y, there should be something in the soul which, if only in a 
flash, can transcend even life in the spiritual world, and find in itself 
a confirmation of what the dialectic affirms as to the primal source 

01 all reality. This confirmation, according to the mystics, is given 
^w and then m the indescnbable experience of trance or ecstasy. 

1 flat tins is a real expenence cannot be doubted. It comes in a sudden 
flash; so Plato descnbes it in his Seventh Letter, and so Augustine 
descnbes It in almost the same words. While it lasts, all the faculties 
° suspended; the subject hardly knows whether he is 

in t e ody or out of the body. He is convinced, when the vision is 
over, that he has been favoured with a real communion with the 
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Highest. He cannot describe it, and it never lasts long. There is a 
curious consensus that about half an hour is w hat may be expected. 
The contemplatives have to find room in their scheme for what they 
believe to be the culmination of the di\*me favours to them; the 
apparent emptiness and formlessness of the ^'islon must be a key to 
its character ; and so they connect it with what the dialectic of their 
philosophy tells them about “the One bet’ond existence.” 

It IS rash for one who has never expenenced anjthmg of the kmd 
to hazard an opimon about it. In one sense the \"ision of God, as we 
may call it, occupies a very small place m philosophic mj'sticism. 
Plotinus beheved himself to have enjoyed the beatific %'ision four 
times while Porph^Ty was his disciple, Porph 5 T\- himself had it 
once, the later Neoplatonists, instead of cheapenmg it, came to 
think that it ^ as hardly to be enjoyed m this life In the philosophic 
Christian mj'stics, bke Eckhart, it is not stressed In the ascetic 
mj'stics of the cloister the expenence seems to have been tasted 
more often, and instead of being the ver> rare reward of a long 
course of ardent devotion and earnest contemplation, there was a 
tendency to \\am aspuants alter saintliness that these supernatural 
favours are often bestowed on beginners as an encouragement, and 
afterwards \nthdrawn. Among the lesser mystics we have to allow 
a heasy discount for hystena, self-deception, and e\en unreality. 
This is fully admitted St. John of the Cross UTites of a certam nun, 
“All this that she sa\*s. God spoke to me; 1 spoke to God, seems 
nonsense. She has only been speaking to herself ” It is safer. I thmk, 
to put aside the mass of "mj'stical phenomena ’ which fill the older 
books, and to study the acknowledged masters of the spiritual life 
For them, these e.vpenences are allowed to be extremely rare, and 
to be the rew ard of a long and arduous disapline. By far the greater 
part of recorded divine fa'v ours is of interest only to the psychologist, 
and not alwaj’S even to him. 

And \et we cannot tear out these visions from our scheme. Those 
who record them — I am speaking only of the leaders — are absolutely 
sure that they were genuine, thej* aflorded the most exquisite sense 
of blessedness that can be imagined , and the efiects on the character 
were permanent The only point that may reasonably be doubted 
IS whether they were nghdy explained as a vision of God as He is 
(this question was hotly debated by the scholastic theologians), or 
of the “'One beyond existence" of the Platonists. I am mj'self mclined 
to thmk- that although progress may be possible withm the sphere 
of the spiritual life — the heaven which the Platonists call 
"vonder,” it is hardly conceix'able that the human soul should even 
for a moment escape from the conditions which belong to all fimte 
existence There roust be something of the Absolute m us, 503 - the 
Platonists, othenviie we could not see the Absolute. But I thmk 
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we should be wise to accept Plotinus’s warning, quoted above, 
against trying to "wind ourselves too high,” as Keble says. 

We must be on our guard against confining contemplation and 
ecstasy to the religious life. There are, according to our view*, three 
absolute values in which the nature of God is revealed to us. The 
earnest pursuit of anyone of these may give rise to mystical pheno- 
mena. \Vhat is called nature-mysticism is an important branch of our 
subject. I will not quote from Wordsworth, the best-known example 
of this temperament. Almost equally well known is Tennyson's 
account of "a kind of waking trance which I have often had when 
I have been alone. All at once, individuality seemed to dissolve and 
fade away into boundless bemg, and this not a confused state but 
the clearest of the clear and the surest of the surest, utterly beyond 
words, where death was an almost laughable impossibility, the loss 
of personality seeming no extinction but the only true life.” A third 
admirable example of nature-ecstasy may be found in The Story oj 
my Heart, by Richard Jefferies. 

Some philosophers have certainly tasted this kind of rapture 
Bradley quietly says that "with certain persons the intellectual 
effort to understand the universe is a principal way of experiencing 
the Deity.” And Einstein in an address to an American audience in 
1930 says : “The religious geniuses of all times have been distinguished 
by this cosmic religious sense. ... It seems to me that the most 
important function of art and science is to arouse and keep alive this 
feehng in those who are receptive.”* Poincar^, I believe, went into 
ecstasy over mathematics. 

From the point of view of the philosopher, the weak point in the 
mystical doctrine of the Absolute is the impossibility of explaining 
how the One can produce multiplicity out of itself. This is often 
regarded as fatal to the whole system. Thinkers who belong to this 
school are of course well aw’are of the difficulty. Plotinus argues that 
the universe W’ould be incomplete unless every possible grade of 
being, from the highest to the lowest, were represented. But it is 
not clear how the perfect can be completed by the admixture of the 
imperfect. He uses metaphors — that of a full vessel overflowing, and 
that of light, which, as he supposes, is diffused without losing any- 
thing of its energy. At other times he saj^, "It had to be,” which is 
to give up a problem which can have no solution. The difficulty is 
not confined to this school of thoirght. It is wisest to admit that w'e 
know neither how nor why there is a umverse. The upw’ard path, 
the return to God, may be traced, and a chart made of the journey. 
Herachtus says that the road up and the road down are the same. 
But the road down, from the Creator to the creatures, is no business 
of ours, and frankly we know nothing about it. 

* From T. H. Hughes. The PhUosophte Basts 0 / MysUctsM, *8®- 
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ilysticism asserts that the world was created, but not in Time. It 
was not formed by the splittii^ up of the Absolute into parts, an 
impossible conception, nor is the time-series the course of God’s life. 
Eckhart is determined to banish the imagery of Time and Space 
from his conception of the Godhead. God, he admits, "becomes and 
disbecomes” ; but this is only an accommodation to our waj’s of 
thinldng m our outward relations But “No'iD is the minimum of 
Time Small though it be, it must go. everything that Time touches 
must go. Here means place. The spot I am standmg on is small, but 
it must go before I can see God.” “There is no greater obstacle to 
God than Time ’’ 

Accordingly, the Christian doctrine of the creation of the world 
in Time is a great stumbling-block to the philosophic mystic. Some 
had the courage to deny it; others, lik«> St. Thomas Aqumas, say 
that though all the arguments are against it, we must accept it 
because it is revealed truth How such a fact could be revealed is a 
question which does not trouble him. Creation, but not in Time, 
means logical posteriority or a-Tiological inferiority, and this is all 
that mystical philosophy cares to assert. 

\Miittaker says that if the Second Law of Thennodj-namics is a 
cosmic law, Neoplatonism as a philosophy is disproved This law, 
the principle of Carnot as the French call it, tells us that all the 
energy in the umverse is being irrevocably dissipated into space m 
the form of radiation, so that the tune will come when there will be 
no more life anjnvhere, and no rehcs of the universe except some 
aggregations of incombustible “ash ’’ There are very great philo- 
sophical difficulties in this theor>’. It imphes that the universe started 
"with a bang," as Eddmgton says, at a point of time which we could 
date if we knew it; it contradicts the mathematical principle that 
evety process is theoretically reversible, and it raises the question 
whether there can be such a thing as empty Tune, in which nothing 
will ever happen any more A common-sense objection might say, 
"If the umverse is runnmg down Uke a clock, it must have been 
wound up hke a clock And whatever Power wound it up once may 
presumably wind it up agam " The prmciple of Carnot la obviously 
fatal to the theor>' of universal or even human perfectibility, and 
(I should say) to such deification of history’ as that of Croce I do 
not thmk Neoplatonic mysticism takes Tune seriously’ enough to 
be destroyed bj’ any theory’ of what happened m the past or will 
happen in the future But the question is very’ difficult, and the 
astronomers who have discussed it are not, I thmk, very well 
equipped for metaphysical problems 

It IS a mystical doctrine, to which Plotmus gives great importance, 
that all creativnty is the result of contemplation. The One, by contera- 
platmg itself, pr^uces the world of spintual reality, the "intelligible 
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world.” This in turn, the world of vovf-vorird, by contemplating 
the One, generates the world of Soul; and Soul, by contemplating 
the Intelligibles, generates the world of phenomena. Each product 
is inferior to its archetype, which it resembles as far it can. Every 
creator then creates, so to speak, with his back turned. This principle 
has a practical importance in social ethics. The motto of the mystic 
is, ‘‘See that thou make all things according to the pattern showed 
thee in the mount ” 

Before leaving this section of my subject, I \vill quote the words 
of J. M. Baldwin’s Thought and Things.^ “In the highest form of 
contemplation, the strands of the earlier and diverging dualisms 
are merged and fused. In this experience of a fusion which is not a 
mixture, but which issues in a meaning of its owm sort and kind, an 
experience whose essential character is just this unity of compre- 
hension. consciousness attains its completest, its most direct, and 
its final comprehension of what reahty is and means." This, we may 
say, is the beatific vision of the philosopher, which comes to him, 
like most discoveries, in a flash. As Augustine says, “Mens mia 
pervemt ad td quod esi tn icltt treptdantis aspecius." 

If my subject were Neoplatonism as a mystical philosophy, instead 
of the philosophy of mysticism generally. I should take pleasure in 
proving how very misleading Edward Caird, followed, as he admits, 
by von Hugel, is in placing what religion calls salvation in the 
transient experience of ecsta^, instead of in the rich and bright 
kingdom of real existence, the intelligible world. But I have vindi- 
cated what I believe to be the truth in my book on the philosophy 
of Plotinus, and I have not much to add to what I said ri^’enty years 
ago. The intelligible world, which I have called the spiritual world, 
having decided that “Spirit” is the least misleading of possible 
translations of vou?, is the heaven of the Platonist. It is the “place 
or state in which individuality survives without separateness; where 
there are no barriers to complete knowledge of other spirits except 
those which come from differences of nature; where the divine 
Goodness, Wisdom, and Beauty are fully present and active; whose 
perfect fruition is not idle but creative; where, as Plotinus says, 
“Spirit possesses all things at all times simultaneously. It is; it 
knows no past nor future; all thii^s in the spiritual world coexist 
in an eternal Now.” “Eternity is God manifesting His own nature; 
it is Being in its calmness, its sdf-identity, its permanent life. 
"Nothing that is can ever perish” (ouSci* airoAelrai rdiv o»twv). 

This fuU, rich, happy life is what “the Soul become Spirit,” “the 
spirit in love,” yearns after and attains. I insist that the greatest of 
the mystics makes this life in the intdligible world the centre of Ws 
system. But can we deny that many of the mystics, both in Chris- 
* From T. H. Hughes, op. ctl., p. 83. 
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tianity and other religions, have practically adopted another 
philosophy, traces of ^rhich Tce have already found in Eckhart, 
a philosophy which begins by denying all value to the world of 
becoming, which proceeds by pe^ng the onion, stripping ofi one 
after another all that gives colour, \’ariety, interest to hfe in this 
world, and ends by grasping zero and calling it infinity? 

This is an unsyTnpathetic verdict on the negative way, which has 
played so important a part m the history of m5^ticism It proceeds, 
I think, from intense concentration of the will upon the goal, which 
IS the Wszon of God, undimmed by mists and veils Each experience 
IS rejected in turn as not good enoi^h. “Neti, neti,” "not this, not 
this," as the Indians have said It is not realized, as I have said 
already, that a ]oumey through the unreal is an unreal journey. 
It is not realized that there are degrees of truth and reality, and 
that we must take with us whatever on our upward journey vse have 
gained of positive value. 

ily acquaintance ivith Indian mysticism is only slight, but it does 
seem to me that the mtelligible norld, with its nch contents, simply 
drops out of their scheme. And the mtelligible world is not a super- 
numerarj’ physical world, nor a new heaven and earth to be brought 
into being hereafter It is the world which we know, seen as it really 
is, sub specie aeieruuaiis irapra eWavda o<ra /cos cVft, all that is m 
heaven is also on earth. This is one of the pregnant dicta of Plotinus 
which his commentators have entirely failed to notice 

The theory' of reality as constituted by the unity in duahty of 
thought and its object is worked out with great subtlety both by 
Plotmus and Proclus It desen'es, I thmk. more attention than 
either realists or idealists have given to it But this again belongs 
rather to a study of Neoplatonism than of mj'sticism generally, and 
I will again refer to my book on Plotmus, where it is explamed at 
length But the theory of knowledge is an essential part of all 
mystical philosophy, and I must try to gi\e some account of it. 

The beatitude, "Blessed are the pure m heart, for they shall see 
God.” might be called mystical theologi' m a nutshell. These writers 
are fond of sayung that like can only be known by hke, or in a favour- 
ite image, 'AVe could not see the sun if there were not somethmg 
sunbke in our eyes ” This law, which is assumed to be self-e\’ident. 
underbes the whole theory' and practice of mysticism The soul is 
the wanderer of the metaphysical world It has its affinities with 
every' grade of being, from the highest to the lowest It has, as we 
ha\e 'een, a my’stenous faculty’ at the apex of its bemg which is 
capable of entering into relations with the Absolute, or, as the 
Chnstians said, mto immediate relations with God. This was the 
foundation of the cunous theory that m ei-ery human soul there is 
a something which can never consent to sm. This was called by 
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various names, such as the soul-centre, the spark, or the odd word 
synteresis. Plotinus also had made the highest part of the soul 
impeccable. It was a debated point among the later members of the 
school whether the soul "comes down" (the spatial metaphor should 
not mislead us) entire, or whether part of it remains ‘‘yonder” in 
the spiritual world. The majority of the school differed here from 
Plotinus; for, as lamblichus asks, "If the wll can sin, how is the 
soul impeccable?” It enables Plotinus to take a charitable view of 
sin. "Vice,” he says, “is always human, mixed wth something 
contrary to itself " 

If the soul lost contact completely wth the spiritual world, it 
could never rise any higher. The Christian doctrine of grace does 
not contradict this, for grace, or the Holy Spirit, imparts itself, and 
becomes, we may say, part of the personality. The spark, according 
to the bolder mystics, was lighted directly at God’s altar, and vvas 
actually a divine activity. 

Spintual progress and knowledge of reality proceed in parallel 
lines We aU make a world after our own likeness. Such as men 
themselves are, such will God appear to them to be. Thus, although 
mysticism is built upon a basis of rationalism, at every step we can 
only see what we deserve to see. The \s'or]d that %ve know changes 
for us, just as a landscape changes as we climb a mountain. It seems 
to follow that we have no right to dispute what the mystics tell us 
that they have seen, unless we have been there ourselves and not 
seen it. ^Vhen we study the record of the discipline to which the 
contemplatives subject themselves, we are not likely to claim that 
we have stood where they have been. 

Psychologists, of course, have been at work upon these 
ences, and have brought in their favourite idea, "the subconscious, 
or ‘‘subliminal self.” There is a subconscious life, a storehouse of 
powers, instincts, intuitions, inhibitions, good and bad, which now 
and then come imperfectly into consciousness. But it seems to me 
very misleading to confound this with the inmost sanctuary of th® 
soul in which the mystic is convinced that the Holy Spirit has His 
abode There is nothing respectable about the subconscious as such. 
It is not as foul as Freud makes out, but it is not the seat of what 
is best in us. 

Christian contemplatives, as early as Clement of Alexandria about 
A.D. 200, have divided the course into three sections, purification, 
enlightenment, and unitive love. Qement puts faith in the first place, 
faith being, to use a recent definition, that of Frederic Myers, the 
resolution to stand or fall by the noblest hypothesis. This reasonab e 
venture is combined with a detennined effort to cleanse the soul o 
all that may impede its upward prepress. But it is worth while to 
insist that both Plotinus and some of the Christian mystics require 
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the aspirant first of all to practise the ‘'ci\ic \-irtues,” those which 
society requires of us. The discharge of this debt must precede even 
the cleansing, chiselling, and polishii^ of our o^Tn statue which 
Plotinus tells us that we must work at. 

The second state, enlightenment, means that we have come to 
realize the existence of new values, to which u e u ere at first blind. 
These values become facts which our philosophy must find room for. 
Then, as Clement says, "Knowledge, as it passes into love, unites 
the known with the known He who has reached this stage may be 
called equal with the angeb ” 

It IS not suggested that the need of purification and enhghtenment 
can ever be outgro\vn But there is a real change m the personahty. 
Plotinus calls it "the soul becoming St Paul calls it the change 
from the psj’chic to the pneumatic man The Christian writers, 
following St Paul, prefer to vms, but the words are prac- 

tically identical. 

This raises the important question whether the philosophy of 
mysticism leaves room for the idea of personality in God and roan. 
"Mysticism,” says Keyserling. "alwaysendsm an impersonal immor- 
ahty ” In considering this problem, we must remember that neither 
ancient philosophy nor Christian theology had any word for person- 
ahty, nor felt the want of any word. "Hj’postasis" and "peTsona" 
by no means corresponded in meanmg, and when these words were 
apphed to the "Persons" of the Trinity, neither of them meant 
anything like what we mean by personahty When modem theo- 
logians make personahty the centre of their system they are at best 
translating Christian philosophy into an alien dialect They are 
using a new category’ which was neither used nor rmssed by ancient 
thought For mstance, Pnngle Pattison Sat’S, “Each self is a unique 
existence, which is perfectly impervious to other selves — impervious 
m a fashion of which theimpenetrabilityof matter is a famt analogue " 
Scientifically, the illustration is as unfortunate as the Neoplatonic 
notion that hght loses nothing in radiation, but how utterly contrary 
to traditional philosophy is this strange doctrine of impervious 
selves," sohda pollenUa stmpUciiate'" Mysticism denies it m toto. 
Lewis Nettleahip unconsciously paraphrases Plotmus when he says, 
"Suppose that ill human hemgs ielt habitually to each other as they 
now do occasionally to those they love best So far as w e can conceive 
of such a state, it would be one in which there would be no more 
individuals at all, but an umversal being m and for another, where 
being took the form of consoousness, it would be the consciousness 
of another which was also oneself — a common consciousness.” As 
Plotmus says of the life yonder, ‘ each is all and all is each, and the 
glory is infmite.” 

The Christian mystics use extravagant language about the necessity 
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of abolishing the ‘‘I ” and "mine.” These are barriers between the 
soul and reality, which must be levdied. If this looks like abolishing 
personality, the answer is that the abstract Ego, a figment, is quite 
different from the full and rich experience to which we hope to 
attain, a unification and concentration which is at the same time 
infinite expansion. The centre remains, but the circumference is 
boundless. "Christus in omnibus iotus’’ is the Christian form of what 
the Neoplatonists say about the undivided vovs. 

The idea of an abstract ego seems to imply three assumptions — 
that there is a sharp line separating subject and object; that the 
subject, thus sundered from the object, remains identical through 
time; and that this impervious entity is in some mysterious way 
both myself and my property. The mystics would deny all three. 

It is not my soul," says Eckhart, "which is transformed after the 
likeness of God ” 

In Aldous Huxley’s new book. Ends and Means, there is an 
interesting discussion of this subject. Fully agreeing with the words 
of Keyserling which I have just quoted, he says, ‘‘Those who take • 
the trouble to train themselves in the arduous technique of mysticism 
always end, if they go far enough in their work of recollection and 
meditation, by losing their intuitions of a personal God, and having 
direct experience of a reality that is impersonal.” He goes on to 
argue that the worship of a personal God is a lower kind of religion, 
which generally ends in attributing to the Deity very human passions, 
and which encourages the mawkish sentimentality and emotionality 
which were encouraged in the Counter-Reformation, and from W’hich, 
he thinks. Catholic Christianity has never completely recovered. 

It has also led to that enormous over-valuation of the individual 
ego, which is so characterisitc of Western popular philosophy.” 

I think there is much truth in this. But when an educated Christian 
insists that God is personal, he means mainly that prayer is not a 
soliloquy. Meredith’s saying, “He who rises from his knees a better 
man, his prayer has been granted,” does not quite satisfy us. It is 
also true that only the permanent can change. Impersonal is a 
negative word Plotinus insists that distinctness is real, though 
separateness is transcended* Set tKatmv eKaarov efrat. 

The true mystical doctrine is that each man's self is determined 
by his prevailing mterests. Where our treasure is, there will our heart, 
our self, be also. ^Vhat we love, that we are. Most of us live on the 
psychic, the intermediate plane; we may rise above this, or fall 
below it. Our personality is what we are able to realize of our oppor* 
tunities, which are potentially infinite. The ego or self is not given 
us to start wth; we do not yet know ourselves. The mystics speak 
of a strong attraction which the hi^er exerts upon the lower. ^V’e 
are draivn upwards by love and desire for what is above us. The 
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Greeks speak quite confidently of the universal desire to know, it 
would be well if modem ethics made more of this. Platonism speaks 
of the attraction of the beatdiful\ this ^ain should not have been 
ignored. The desire for the vision of God. the morally perfect Being, 
has been emphasized by all Chris tian conteraplatives. But the 
prayer of Crashaw, "Leave nothh^ of myself in me,” is rmderstood 
by all of them. "Personality only exists because we are not pure 
spirits,” says Lotze It is a question of defining a word We might 
say with equal truth that pure spirits alone are fully personal, and 
that personality in its ideal perfection exists only in God. 

I pass to another problem. "Mysticism,'’ says Nettleship, "is the 
belief that everything in being what it is is sjnnbohc of something 
more” "Every truth,” says Pennii^on the Quaker, "is shadow 
except the last But every truth is substance m its o%vn place, though 
it be but a shadow in another place And the shadow is a true shadow, 
as the substance is a true substance.” This has been called nature- 
mysticism; it IS as prominent in some mystics as it is absent in 
others "The invisible things of God,” says St, Paul, rather unex- 
pectedly, from what we should gather of his temperament, "are 
clearly seen, being understood from the things that are made.” The 
philosophical question is whether, as Plato thought, the visible 
world may lead us up to the perception of the di\*me Forms, or 
whether, as some mystics have held, they are mere hindrances, "the 
corruptible body pressing down the soul” The truth seems to be 
that all life is sacramental, but in various degrees. The mystic does 
not need "mere forms,” and often rejects cultus and ntual for this 
reason ; but to the devout worshipper these are not mere forms. 

It has been said that dogmatic theolog>' is only the intellectual 
presentation of mystical symbols I do not altogether like this, for 
the subject matter of dogmatic theology is very largely the pictonal 
imagery which is the natural language of devotion among the 
" simpliciorts " To represent eternal truth under the forms of space 
and tune, the umversal as the particular, the action of God in the 
world as miracle, is natural and normal m popular rebgion. But this 
movement is in the opposite direction from mj'sticism, which always 
\news these pictonal presentations of divme truth wnth impatience, 
and often tnes to dispense w^th them The well-known couplets of 
Angelas Silesius have all this motive "Were Chnst bom a thousand 
times in Bethlehem, and not in thee, thou are lost eternally ” "WTere 
the body dies,” says Bdhme. "there is heaven and hell God is there, 
and the de%nl, each in his oivn kingdom The soul needs only to 
enter by the deep door in the centre ” "This pearl of eternity,” says 
WiUiam Law. "is the temple of God within thee, where alone thou 
canst worship God in spirit and in truth This adoration in spint is 
that truth and reality of which outwa^ forms are only the figure 
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for a time.” "Heaven is not a thing without us,” says Whichcote, 
"nor is happiness anything distinct from a true conjunction of the 
mind with God.” It is needless to multiply quotations; this language 
is common to all the mystics. The best of them insist that a symbol 
must have a real resemblance to the thing symbolized. Fanciful and 
"loose types of things through all degrees,” as Wordsworth calls 
them, are no part of true mystidsm. 

Necromancy, astrology, alchemy, palmistry, and spiritualism are 
the reproach of mysticism, and have nothing to do with the philo- 
sophy which is our subject. It may be, as the later developments 
of Neoplatonism suggest, that this philosophy is inadequately pro- 
tected against these perversions; but we need not stop to deal with 
either these or \vith the morbid hallucinations which fill Catholic 
histories of the mystics. 

"It is an accursed evil to a man,” Darwin once wote, "to become 
so absorbed in any subject as I am in mine.” That great man realized 
what a sacrifice he was making, and we honour him for it. The 
contemplatives of the cloister were even more absorbed in their 
inner conflicts than Darwin was in natural history, and of course 
they sufiered for it severely, sometimes even to the peril of their 
reason; we ought to be able to make allowances for the eficcts on 
the mind of extreme specialization, carried on under the unnatural 
conditions of monasticism. 

This extreme concentration has had an unfortunate effect on the 
ethics of mysticism I am excused from discussing this subject both 
by limitations of space and by my title, which confined me to the 
philosophy of mysticism I cannot therefore consider the relation 
of mysticism to asceticism. The Platonic mystic lives in strict train- 
ing, if he does not, he is a dilettante. But he does not maltreat Ws 
body, which on the contrary he tries to keep fit. The Indian fakir, 
the pillar-saint, the flagellant, are an aberrant type, practically 
extinct in the West. We may leave them to the student of morbid 
psychology. 

It may be said that the desire to torment the body follows logically 
from the dualistic philosr^hy which connects evil wth matter. 
Metaphysical dualism is inconsistent with mystical philosophy, the 
natural tendency of which is to deny any substantiality to evil, 
and even to regard it as an illusion belonging to an imperfect know- 
ledge of a half unreal stage of existence. It is no solution of the prob- 
lem to say that evil is only privatio 6o«i; the ethical scale of values 
contains minus quantities, whidi must somehow be acknowledged. 
The doctrine that “matter.” which in Neoplatonism is of course 
immaterial, the phantasmal substratum of all that exists, is somehow 
responsible for evil is not very different from saying that evfl 
no positive being. But in practice “the flesh” was often substituted 
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for “matter,” and a kind of subordinate dualism, never countenanced 
by the leaders of the school, attached itself to the popular preaching 
of Platonism. This notion, which took deep root in the East, quite 
apart from mysticism, undoubtedly encouraged the aberrations 
which I have mentioned But it is no part of our subject. 

The unfortunate efiect of the detachment of the cloistered mystics 
from ordinary life is seen in their almost callous indifference to 
public misfortunes and private sorrows. When Plotinus says almost 
contemptuously that if men object to seeing their native toivns 
destroyed by an enemy, and their friends and relations killed or led 
into captivity, they ought to learn to fight better, we feel that for 
him the city of which the Xypfi is laid up in heaven has severed all 
connexion with Rome and Alexandria, the fortunes of which were 
beginning to arouse grave anxiety among all good citizens Spinoza, 
we may remember, is equally c^oos about the wars which were 
devastating Europe m lus time When Jerome describes how the 
wdow Paula deserted her orphan children “On the shore the little 
Toxotius stretched forth his hands in entreaty, while Rufina, now 
grown up. besought her mother to wait till she should be married. 
But Paula’s eyes were dry as she turned them heavenwards,” we 
feel the disgust which that most unpleasant saint often arouses in 
us The Blessed Angela of Foiigno is not the only saint who congratu- 
lates herself on the deaths of husband and children, “who were a 
great hindrance to my hfe of devotion ” The fact that the love of 
country, and family affection, may be the shortest road up the hill 
of the Lord was hidden from them But once again, that is not the 
fault of the philosophy 

Jlysticism as a philosophy will not satisfy anti-intellectualists or 
pragmatists or sceptics or agnostics or materiahsts or those who 
take Time so senously as to put God mside it It is a philosophy of 
absolutism, W’hich offers an cxpenmental proof of itself. The proof 
IS tembly hard, because it requires the dedication of the whole life 
to an end which is not %usible when we b^n to climb Our world 
must change again and again, and we with and in it The pearl of 
great pnce is there, and wnthin our reach , but wc must give all that 
we have and are to wm it As the Stoic Manilius says 

Quid caelo dabimus’ Quantum est, quo veneat omne? 

Impendendus homo est, Deus esse ut possit in ipso. 
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Profxssor a. E. TAYLOR 

The moral doctrine of Hobbes, in many ways the most interestii^ 
of our major British philosophers, is, I think, commonly seen in a 
false perspective which has seriously obscured its real affinities. 
This is, no doubt, largely due to the fact that most modem readers 
begin and end their study of Hobbes's ethics with the Leviathan, 
a rhetorical and, in many wajrs, a popular Streitschrift published in 
the very culmmation of what looked at the time to be a permanent 
revolution, and do not pay such attention to the more calmly argued 
statements of the same doctrine contained in the Elements of Laic, 
circulated before the outbreak of the Civil War, or the De Cke, 
produced (apart from the explanatory notes appended in the second 
edition of 1646) before the issue of the conflict could have been 
thought to be ^eady decided by “the sword." As a corrective to 
misunderstandmgs based on exclusive attention to the Leviathan, 
I shall, in these pages, take my references to Hobbes almost entirely 
from the De Ctve, and, for convenience’ sake, I will use the text of 
the English version, Philosophical Rudiments concerning Government 
and Society, printed in t65i and reproduced in Vol. II of Moles- 
wrth's edition of the English ICorAs. (I have remarked a few errors 
in this volume, notably the total perversion of Hobbes’s sense by 
the omission of a whole line of text in XVI, 16, p. 245, of Molesworth.* 
But mth these few exceptions it seems to me a sufficiently faithful 
rendering for my purposes ) 

The impression which the average reader of the Leviathan carries 
away with him might, I think, be fairly summed up thus. (I assume 
that the reader has really read Hobbes’s text, and not merely run 
au’ay with the malicious interpretation suggested by the singular 
essay prefixed to the Clarendon Press edition of it.) The answer to 
the question uhat ought a good man to do? is the simple one that 
he ought to obey the political “so\‘ereign’' without asking any 

• In the onginal Latin text of the sentence Hobbes says, as we should 
expect him to say in the course of an attempt to proie that the supreme 
power, both spiritual and temporal, was possessed, m the days of the Israelite 
and Jewish monarchies, by the hmgs. that the priests could only do rightfully 
what God commaiided them, whereas the long had rightfully all the power 
over every man which that man had over himself {sacerdos id tantum lure 
poterat quod Deus luberet, rex autem hire poterat qiudquid poterat iure 
UDUsquisque m se). In Molesworth's edition tMs is represented by the sense- 
destroymg statement that “the priest could do rightly whatsoever ei'ery 
man could rightly do Mmself." 
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questions or making any difficoItJes, and the reason why he ought 
to do this is equally simple. It can be shown, if not to demonstra- 
tion. 3-et mth overwhelming probabilitj'-, that lie stands personall}' 
to lose bj' doing anj-thing else, and the object of every man’s 
desire is “always some good to himself." It is my personal mterest 
that the miseries of anarchj' should be prevented, by disobeying 
the ci\Tl law in any particular, I am, so far, contributmg to the 
recurrence of anarchj’, ergo, it is always to my mterest to conform 
to the law. And to saj’ that this is to mj* interest is eqmvalent to 
sa\mg that it is mj’ dutj’; my duty, in fact, means my personal 
mterest, calmlj’ understood That this should be popularly accepted 
as an adequate account of Hobbes’s teachmg about morahty may 
be partlj’ explained bj’ histoncal causes \Miea Butler set himself 
to expose the fadacies of the “seifish’' psjchofog>' of human action, 
he found admirable examples of them in some of Hobbes’s analj'ses 
of the ‘‘passions,’’ and he did the work of refutation so thoroughly 
that he has perhaps made the notion that there js nothing in Hobbes 
but this “selfish psjxhologj’’’ {a charge which he himself is careful 
never to make) current from his day to our own Partly also I think 
Hobbes himself muat be held unintentionally responsible for the 
result The Lmathan is far the most readable and amusing of his 
works, and it was written in a tune of revolution and unsettlement 
as a persuasive to cessation from fruitless civil stnfe For its im- 
mediate purpose, as an exhortation to peace, it was right and proper 
that the author should develop the contention that peace is the 
real mterest of his fellow countrvinen as persuasively as he could; 
it is not surpnsmg, therefore, that it attains such dimensions in 
his book as to give the impression that it is really all, or almost all. 
that he has to say 

And yet it is not all, nor nearly all There are really two distinct 
questions before Hobbes, the question why 1 ought to behave as a 
good citizen, and the question what mducement can be given me 
to do so if my knowledge of the obligation to do so is not m itself 
sufficientlj’ effective According to his repeated declarations, it is 
a certam fact of psjxhologj that I shall vaolate the law and break 
the peace if I beheve that I stand to gam by doing so* Hence the 

» Thus [De Cite V, i) It is of itself manifest that the actions of men 
proceed from the will, and the n-iU from hope and fear, la so much as when 
they shall see a greater good or less e\iJ l^ely to happen to them by the 
breach than observation of the laws, they will wittingly 'uolate them " Hence 
Hobbes goes on to mam tain that the moral guilt of offences into which subjects 
arc led b> the insufficienc}' of the penalties provided for them faJl^ not in the 
subjectbutonthesovereign If therefore the legislator doth set a less penalty 
on acnme. than will make our fear more considerable with us than our lust, that 
excess of lust abo\ e the fear of punishment, whereby sin u committed, ls to be 
atcnbutcd to the legislator, that is tosav, to the supreme" [DeCire, XJII, t6). 

407 


PHILOSOPHY 


importance for him of arguing that I never really stand to gain by 
such conduct, since the recurrence of the state of “war of every 
man against every man” is a disadvantage to me which cannot be 
offset by any compensating advantage. But the Hobbian answer to 
the other question, why I ought, or am obliged, to be a good citizen 
is quite different; it is, quite e:q)licitly that I have, expressly or 
tacitly, pledged my word to be one, and to violate my word, to refuse 
to “perform my covenant as made,” is iniquity, malum in se.^ 
Hobbes’s ethical doctrine proper, disengaged from an egoistic 
psychology with which it has no logically necessary connection, is 
a very strict deontology, curiously suggestive, though with interest- 
ing differences, of some of the characteristic theses of Kant. 

This comes out particularly strikingly in the passage in De Cite 
(III, 5), where Hobbes is explaining the difference between the 
justice of an act and the justice of a person A just act is “what is 
done in accord with right,” but a man who does acts which are in 
accord \vith right is not eo ipso a just man. 'YVhen the words are 
applied to persons, to be just signifies to be delighted in just dealing, 
to study how to do righteousness, or to endeavour in all things to 
do that which is just , and to be unjust is to neglect righteous dealing, ^ 
or to think it is to be measured not according to my contract, but 
some present benefit. . . . That man is to be accounted just, who 
doth just thmgs because the law commands it, injust things only 
by reason of his infirmity; and he is properly said to be injust, 
who doth righteousness for fear of the punishment annexed unto 

« When he is speaking strictly, Hobbes makes a distinction between 
injustice and iniquity, though the distinction is not always carefully kept up 
(less Carefully, I think, in £>« Ciw than m Leiiartan). Injustice, in the strictest 
Sense of the word, is possible only in the "civil’’ state, since it is by definition 
disregard of the commands of the lawful sovereign Iniquity, which can 
exist m "the state of nature," or in the conduct of the sovereign, who. since 
he IS not subject to his own commands, cannot be guilty of mjustice proper, 

IS violation of the “natural law," wbich is also, according to Hobbes’s repeated 
explanations, the moral law But smce my obligation to obey the sovereign 
IS based on the assumption that by living under his protection I have expressly 
or taatly “covenanted” with all my neighbours to accept his commands as 
the rule of life, and the obligation to observe a “covenant” is thus antecedent 
to the institution of civil society, the moral guUt of "injustice" arises from 
the fact that all injustice is also tnvputy, and therefore breach of the moral 
law, though not all iniquity is “mjnstice ” Even m the “state of nature to 
which, according to the Leviathan, it is “consequent" that no act can be 
just or unjust, itanlon violation of a promise could be iniquitous. (It is true 
that since, accordmg to Hobbes’s psychology, a man inevitably acts to secure 
what he bebeves to be his own greatest good, really wanton promise-breaking 
could never occur The promise-breaker would always be acting from the 
“reasonable” motive that he hoped to secure more good by breaking his 
word than bj’ keeping it ) 
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the law, and unrighteousness by reason of the iniquity of his mind.”« 

This is precisely Kant's distinction between action done merely 
in accord with law and action done from law, with the characteristic 
difference that Hobbes is trying to reduce the law from which the 
\Trtuous man acts to the single law that a promise once duly fulfilled 
must be kept, and Hobbes is laying himself open to the \ery same 
line of argument which has. fairly or unfairly, been used against 
Kant, that a "good uall’’ which wills nothing but this conformity 
to laws because it is law, is formal and empty. 

Indeed, Hobbes actually goes as far as to anticipate Kant's 
attempt to reduce all really wrong willing to the irrational attempt 
to will both sides of a contradiction at once Thus we read [De Cive, 
III, 3, and the argument is equally used m other expositions of his 
theory') "There is some likeness between that which in the common 
course of life w’e call tnjitry, and that which in the schools is usually 
called absurd For even as he who by arguments is driven to 
deny the assertion which he first maintained, is said to be brought 
to an absurdity ; in like manner, he who through weakness of mind 
does or omits that which before he had by contract promised not 
to do or omit, commits an injury, and falls into no less contradiction 
than he who in the schools is reduced to an absurdity For by 
contracting for some future action, he wills it done, by not doing 
it, he wills It not done; which is to will a thing done and not done 
at the same time, w’hich is a contradiction An injury therefore is 
a kmd of absurdity in conversation, as an absurdity is a kmd of 
injury in disputation " "There is in every breach of covenant a 
contradiction properly so called, for he that covenanteth, wiUeth 
to do, or omit, m the tune to come, and he that doth any action, 
mlleth It m the present, which is part of the future time, contained 
in the covenant, and therefore he that vnolateth a covenant, willeth 
the doing and the not douig of the same thing, at the same time; 
which IS a plain contradiction And so injury is an absurdity of 
conversation, as absurdity is a kind of injury m disputation " 
The thought here is at Attorn the same as Kant's, but for the 
differences that (i) Hobbes, for his own reasons, reduces all "injuiy’" 
to the voolation of an express or implied promise, (2) and he has not, 
like Kant, thought of the “universaluing of a maxim" as a cntenon 
of Its freedom from contradiction But the really important point 
i^ that Hobbes agrees with Kant on the "imperative” character 
of the moral law , exactly as he also agrees wath him in the assertion 
that it IS the law of "right reason " 

■ Cf De Ctie. IV. 21 ‘Although a man should order all hjs actions so 
much as belongs to external obedjence just as the law commands but not 
for the law’s sake but bv reason of some punishment annexed to it, or out 
of ^aln glor\ \ct he is unjust ' 
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Hobbes’s recognition of the imperativeness of the natural, which 
is also the moral law, is obscured for a hasty reader by the fact that 
he also repeatedly describes the contents of that law as “theorems” 
discovered by our reason, like the theorems of mathematics, and 
even goes so far as to say that these theorems only become la-ds 
proper in civil society. 

Thus (De Cive, III, 33) “those which we call the laws of nature 
(since they are nothing else but certain conclusions, imderstood by 
reason, of things to be done and omitted; but a law, to speak properly 
and accurately, is the speech of him who by right commands some- 
what to others to be done or omitted) are, not in propriety of speech 
laws, as they proceed from nature. Yet, as they are delivered by 
God m holy Scriptures . . . they are most properly called by the 
name of laws”; again {Leviathan, XV), “these Dictates of Reason, 
men use to call by the name of Lawes, but improperly: for they are 
but Conclusions, or Theoremes concerning what conduceth to the 
conservation and defence of themselves; whereas Law, properly, 
IS the word of him. that by right hath command over others. But 
yet if we consider the same theoremes, as delivered in the word of 
God, that by right commandeth all things; then are they properly 
called Lawes ” So in the Elements 0/ Law (XV, 2), the "precepts of 
Natural Law” are said simply to be “those which declare unto us 
the ways of peace, where the same may be obtained, and of defence 
where it may not,” ivithout any reference to an imperative character, 
though we read later in the same work (XVIII, i) that they are 
“also dmne laws m respect of the author thereof, God Almighty." 
One might, at first, be disposed to understand these deliverances 
to mean that in themselves the “laws of natuTe” axe mere proposi- 
tions indicative about the means which are commonly found to be 
most conducive to a peaceful existence, and that their imperative 
character as laws, in the proper sense of the w’ord, is entirely 
secondary; it only anses in a civil society when the sovereign has 
bestowed it upon them, and reinforced it with penal “sanctions. 
Thus outside a civil society wdth penalties for breach of contract, 
the "law” that "men perform their covenants" would mean merely 
the proposition that in the vast majority of cases, perhaps in all. 
a man \vitl find that it pays him better to keep his word than it 
w’ould do to break it; in civil society, so far as regards contracts of 
which the law takes cognizance, this statement of fact is converted 
into an imperative by the sovereign who imports the “thou shalt 
into it by making covenant-breaking actionable in his courts And 
this is, I beheve, how Hobbes has commonly been understood by 
most of his readers. 

But there are, as it seems to me, insuperable difficulties in the 
way of such an interpretation. 
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(i) It is to be observed that from the first, and even when he is 
speaking of the condition of thin^ in his imaginary “state of 
nature,” Hobbes always describes the items of the natural law as 
diclamina, or dictates, never as consiha, or pieces of advice, and 
the very use of this language implies their imperative character. 
(“Dictates,” as the inhabitants of many European countries are 
finding out to their cost to-day, are something very different from 
counsels or recommendations ) So, too, Hobbes regularly says of 
his natural law that it is a “theorem” which forbtds certain actions, 
and uses imperative or quasi-imperative language m his formulation 
of them Thus (De Ctve, II, l) the law of nature is defined as "the 
dictate of nght reason, conversant about those things which are 
either to be done or omitted (dictamen rectae rationis circa ea, quae 
agenda vel omittenda sunt) for the constant preservation of life 
and members, as much as in us lies ” ” A Law of Nature (Leviathan, 
XI\0 is a Precept, or general! Rule, found out by Reason, by which 
a man is forbidden to do, that, which is destructive of his life, or 
taketh away the means of preservuig the same ; and to omit that, 
by which he thinketh it may be best preserved ” And [thid ) the 
"Fundamental! Law of Nature” is that “by which men are com- 
manded to endeavour Peace ” The imperative character of the law 
is thus inseparable from it Even in the “state of nature” the 
“fundamental law” is not “men clmg to life and are reluctant to 
leave it” , but "I am to do what will, so far as 1 can see, preserve my 
life, and I am not to do what I judge will impenl it ” (Suicide would 
apparently be wholly excluded, even amid all the misenes ol the 
“natural state ”) 

It is in strict accordance with this recc^ition of the imperativeness 
of the law that Hobbes always lays it doivn that obligation is not 
created by the sovereign when he issues his orders backed by threats 
of penalties The moral obhgation to obey the natural law is ante- 
cedent to the existence of the legislator and the civil society; even 
in the "state of nature" the law obliges “in foro inlerno,” though 
not, as Hobbes is careful to add, a/icoys "in foro e.xtemo ” This is 
not a mere idle playmg wnth words Hobbes could have conveyed his 
meaning more unambiguously perhaps, if he had laid more stress 
on the point that the fundamental law of nature and morals, as he 
conceives it. is a law of reciprocal obligation, what it commands is 
peace wath him who is. walling also to be at peace wath me, “that 
peace is to be sought after, inhere it may be found," “that every 
man ought to endea>our Peace, as fatre as he has hope of obtaining 
it '■ The caieat that the “Laws of nature oblige in foro interno . . 
but in foro externo, that is. to the putting them in act, not alwayes“ 
IS, after all, only meant to remmd us that the obligations of these 
laws are reciprocal, and that where there is no common power to 
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act as protector, a man has to judge for himself whether his desire 
for peace with me is reciprocated on my part. It has also a fuller 
impHcation, which Hobbes's unfriends have not always been fair 
enough to keep in mind. Whereas the civil law can only be infringed 
by overt acts or words, the moral law is violated by an improper 
thought or purpose. 'AMiatsoever Lawes bind in foro interno may 
be broken, not onely by a fact contrary to the Law, but also by 
a fact accorduig to it, m case men think it contrary. For though 
the Action in this case, be according to the Law; yet his Purpose 
was against the Law, which where the Obligation is in foro interno 
is a breach ” {Leviathan, XV). “ The laws which oblige conscience, 
may be broken by an act not only contrary to them, but also 
agreeable wth them; if so be that he who does it, be of another 
opinion. For though the act itself be answerable to the laws, yet 
his conscience is against them {De Cive. Ill, 28, 7).” 

Hobbes is thus quite consistent with himself in maintaining that 
the natural law — unlike the civil — is ^'immutable and eternal; w’hat 
they [the ‘laws of nature’] forbid, can never be la^vful. what they 
command can never be unlawdul For pride, ingratitude, breach of 
contracts (or injury), inhumanity, contumely will never be lawful, 
nor the contrary virtues to these ever unlawful, as we take them 
for dispositions of the mind, that is, as they are considered in the 
court of conscience, where orJy they oblige and are laws" {D$ 
Cive, III, 29) 

(The meaning of the last clause is orJy that an outward act w’hich 
would otherwise have been an exhibition of pride, or a breach of 
contract, and therefore contrary to the moral law, may acquire a 
different character, at a particular place and time, owing to 
dispositions of the civil law Thus to exact marks of respect which 
it would be pride in a private man to demand, may be a proper 
proceeding on the part of an ambassador or a judge who has the 
digmty of his sovereign and his sovereign’s courts of justice to mam- 
tam, and is consistent with the most perfect personal modesty. 
To desist from fulfiUmg a contract which the law-courts have pro- 
nounced illegal and forbidden me to fulfil is not to show m5^elf a 
promise-breaker and a man of bad faith, but to prove myself a good 
citizen; it is my duty as executor under a friend’s will not to pay 
legacies which the law has declared invalid, and so on.) 

To do full justice to Hobbes we have to remember that the pri\^te 
man in the civil state has other obligations besides that of "keeping 
his covenant’’ by obeying all the commands and prohibitions of the 
civil law. There is a large range of action in respect to which the 
"sovereign” has not laid down any specific commands, and here, 
Hobbes holds, I am obliged by the natural law to exhibit the 
"equity” which he sums up in the traditional maxim not to do to 
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another what I am unwilling to have done to myself. "Justice’' is 
not the whole of that to which a citizen is obhged only, and quite 
naturally, in view of the pohtical disorders of the reign of Charles I 
and the Comraom\ealth, the practical importance of obedience to 
constituted authority is so great in Hobby's eyes that it becomes 
his predominant theme; it is easy to forget that he equally teaches 
that we are under an "eternal obhgation” to practise an equity 
which demands mercy, benevolence, gratitude, and to practise it 
because the law demands it. 

Smce all obhgation, mcluding the obligation to honour my 
“co\enant” by stnct obedience to the sovere^, is thus derived by 
Hobbes from a "natural law” which is the "dictate of reason,” he 
really escapes from the charge brought against him by Cudworth 
of making moral distinctions the creation of “meet will ” It is true 
that, according to him, there is one distinction which the sovereign 
does make by tus "meer will,” that between and unjust, unjust 
meaning by definition what the ci\t1 law forbids, and just what it 
permits But the sovereign does mt in this fashion make the ante- 
cedent and more important distmction between equity and tmquity, 
his will does not create the iniquity of refusmg him the obedience 
we base promised And the declaration that he does create the 
distmction between justice and mjustice is, m exposition, so whittled 
down that it loses a great deal of its apparent stmg Thus we leam 
that the sovereign does nothing to create the obhgation to keep a 
"covenant” , all that he really does is to decree that the performance 
of certain "coNenants” is illegal, and to prescnbe the precise forms 
of declaration of our mtentions which his courts will regard as 
constituting a contract So. we are told, he does not make adultery 
wtong; it was wirong antecedentlj by the "natural law” , he merely 
decides “what copulations” are to be regarded as adulterous* I 
suppose this means that in any case, mdependently of the authonty 
of any cisil law , w e could lay it down that sexual connections w hich 
are incompatible with the existence of a cixilized community are 
WTong and should be forbidden, but I should be taking too much 
upon me if I presumed on my own authonty to say just what 
sexual umous are so vwcompaUble, vt I am a loyal cvtitew, I shall 
regard that as settled for me by the umI law The law may, of 
course, make a mistake, exactly as Hobbes himseU says, one monarch 
• Eg De Cue, XIV, jo "For though the Ian of nature forbid theft, 
adulter\. etc %et if the civil law command us to ini'ade anything that 
iniasion is not theft adultcrv etc For when the Lacedaemonians of old 
permitted their ) ouths, by a certain law to take awai other men’s goods, they 
commanded that these goods should not be accounted other men’s, but their 
own who took them, and therefore such surrepbons were no thefts In like 
manner, copulabons of heathen sexes, according to their laws, were lawful 
marriage^ 
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may wage an iniquitous war against another. But, as he aigues 
\vith reference to that illustration, the iniquity of the war is not the 
guilt of the subject who is commanded to bear arms in it ; his business 
as a good subject is simply to obey the command of his o\vn 
sovereign, to whom he has "covenanted” to be loyal, and must 
therefore obey, if he is not to break the command of the natural 
law that "covenants” are to be kept. He has thus discharged his 
o^vn conscience; if the command \vere iniquitous, the inquity con- 
cerns only the sovereign who gav’e it, and he, according to Hobbes, 
wt31 have to ans\ver for it to God; if the subject had broken his 
"covenant” to obey his lawful sovereign on the strength of his 
personal belief that the command given him was iniquitous, the 
imquity of the disobedience wtiuld have been ^^•ith him. This is, of 
course, just the familiar doctrine. "Theirs not to reason why; Theirs 
but to do and die," a principle which perhaps few of us would 
care to apply as unrestrictedly as Hobbes does, but without some 
recognition of which all transaction of concerted human business 
would become impossible > 

It must be remembered, howewr, that this imqualified submission 
to the sovereign is regarded by Hobbes not as a mere counsel of 
safety, but as a strict moral obligation, and that the obligation is 
irnported into it from the "eternal” natural law that faith once 
given is to be kept, which is antecedent to the creation of political 
society. His view is not that in civilized societies the natural (or 
moral) law has been superseded by another, but that, in virtue of 
his theory of civil society as created by a "covenant" of every 
member with every other to recognize the sovereign's commands 
as the rule of life, even when I disapprove of some particular com- 
mand, I am strictly bound by a “prior obligation,” which I cannot 
violate without bad faith, to comply with it, exactly as a judge is 

• De Cwe, XII, 3 "Whatsoever any man doeth against his conscience, is 
a sin, for he who doth so, contemns the law. But we must distinguish. That 
IS my sm indeed, which committing I do believe to be my sin; but vihat 
beheve to be another man’s sm, I may sometimes do without any sin of mine 
For if I be commanded to do that which is a sm in him who commands me, 
li I do it, and he that commands ttip be by nght lord over me, I sin not. . • • 
They who observe not this distinction, will fall into a necessit>« of sinning, 
as oft as anything is commanded them which either is, or seems to be unlan u 
to them, for if they obey, they sm against their conscience, and if they 
not, against nght. . For by onr taVtn e wpon us to judge of good and 
evil, we are the occasion that as well our obedience, as our disobedience, 
becomes sm unto us ” Clearly Hobbes would have been on the side of those 
who have regarded Sophocles’s Antigone as simply criminal in her defiance 
of Creon The doctrine, in its unqualified form, may have its dangers, u^ 
in the middle of the seventeenth century many "subjects’* needed the w amiUo 
that the commands of a laivlul authority are not to be disobeyed whenever 
they do not approve themselves to fh e private judgment of a subordinate. 
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bound by his office to give sentence in accord with the law, even 
when he personally thinks the e xist in g law a bad one. 

If we grant Hobbes’s assumptions about the dependence of civil 
society on the “covenant,” and the diaracter of the “ covenant ” 
itself, the duty of obejnng the civil law, e\en where I personally 
think it to be iniquitous, follow’s as part of a consistent deontology. 
It is not a logical necessity of the sj’stem that we should also accept 
his egoistic moral psychology. Even if w'e reject this psychology 
111 loto, so long as we grant the premises that civil society rests upon 
a “covenant” to obey whatever shall be enacted as the “law of the 
land,” and that breach of covenant is always a \’iolation of duty, 
the conclusion he w’lshes to draw will follow, \’i2 , that I am only 
free to be guided by my personal opinion as to what is equity when 
the civil law has seen fit to leave me free 

(2) The strictly deontological character of Hobbes’s thought 
comes out equally m the doctnne, essential to his argument, that 
the civil sovereign himself, who obviously cannot be subject to the 
junsdiction of his own courts, but has b^n, in Hobbian language, 
“authorized” in advance to command and forbid at his own dis- 
cretion, IS just as much under a rigid law of moral obligation as his 
subjects He is obliged to equity, the strict observance of the natural 
(or moral) law, which means, m effect, that he 1$ bound to command 
and forbid alwaj's with a \new to the good of the community {and, 
therefore, as Hobbes is careful to explain, to the practice of just 
judgment, humanity, mercy, and benevolence) And Hobbes’s 
professed doctrine is that though no human court can take cog- 
nizance of the sovereign's shortcomings m this matter, he has always 
to reckon with the account he will >et ha\e to render to God, who is 
no accepter of persons A hasty reader of the Leixathan (though he 
would be a hasty one) may come away with the impression that 
Hobbes’s sovereign has exterisive nghts, but nothmg to speak of m 
the way of corresponding duties The impression should be corrected 
by a perusal of De Cue, XIII. Concerning the Duties of those vho 
hear Rule, a chapter of which I would particularly recommend the 
concluding sections (15-17), which deal with the way m which 
thi:. duty IS violated bj’ "princes” who unduly restrain the “harmless 
liberty’’ oi the subject by a nroStipbcity oi •supeiflucnis laws aiicw 
law to be stultified by the imposition of inadequate penalties or 
made odious by the infliction of unnecessary seventies, or poi«on 
Its administration by conniving at the corruption of judges b> bnbcs 
and presents All such misconduct on the part of "pnnees ' is con- 
stantly desenbed by Hobbes as iniquil\ and sih 

Kow since Hobbes al‘^ attempts to reduce all iniquity in the end to 
breach of an express or implied contract, and since he al'O, as we all 
know, makes it so capital a point that the parties to the original con- 
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tract by which civil society w'as created are not the “sovereign” and 
the “subject” (who only come into existence in virtue of the contract 
itself), but the individual items of a “dissolute multitude” which is not 
yet a society and has no legal personality, we might find a difficulty 
here. If the original contract, which must not be broken, imposed 
no conditions of any kind upon tlie future sovereign's arbitrary 
exercise of the power to command and forbid, how can he be said 
to be guilty of iniquity if he chooses to issue a host of grandmotherly 
commands, to enforce them savagely, or to neglect enforcing them, 
or if he winks at the bribery of his judges? He never covenanted 
with his subjects that he ^vould not do these things; if he does 
them, then, he breaks no “covenant,” and cannot be iniquitous, 
if miquity and breach of contract are the same thing. Hence it is 
not unnatural that Hobbes should have been suspected of meaning 
no more by all his talk about the “duties” of sovereigns than that a 
sovereign who acts m the ways he condemns is likely to draw un- 
pleasant consequences on himself. Yet it is, I think, impossible not 
to feel that Hobbes is ^vriting in earnest all through the chapter of' 
the De Ctve which deals with the duties of "them who bear rule," 
he does mean that in observing the rules he lays down, rulers are 
only dischargmg a debtlum, and Hobbes would have been the first 
to insist that a man cannot properly be said to owe a debt to himself. 
It must be remembered that he is always very careful to insist 
that in rulmg with a single eye to the public good, the sovereign is 
doing what he is obliged to do by the “natural law," and that, in his 
terminology, there is an essential difference between following a 
counsel and obeying a law “Counsel is a precept, in which the reason 
of my obeymg it is taken from the thing itself which is advised; but 
command is a precept, in which the cause of my obedience depends 
on the will of the commander For it is not properly said that 
thus I will and thus I command, except the will stand for a reason 
Now when obedience is yielded to the laws, not for the thing itself, 
but by reason of the adviser’s will, the law is not a counsel but a 
command, and is defined thus: law is the command of the person, 
whether man or court, whose precept contains i« it the reason of obedience. 

. . . Law belongs to him who hath power over those whom he advisetli , 
counsel to them who have no poiver To follow what is prescribed by 
law, is duty; what by counsel is free-will” {De Give, XIV, i) 1 
Hobbes had meant, then, that the sovereign who does the various 
things which he condemns in a sovereign is acting in an iU~advise 
way, doing what he is likely hereafter to be sorry for, and nothing 
more, he ought, according to his own definitions, to have called the 
"precepts” of De Give, XIII, simply counsels, not duties. If the 
ruler can be said to have duties at all, he must be himself subjec 
to a law that is to the command of some “persons whose precep 
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contains in it the reason of obedience.” (Here, again, we may remark 
an anticipation of Kant, though v^ath a difference. Hobbes means 
to say that a "counsel” is exactly what Kant calls an analytic 
imperative ; it takes the form "do this, if (or since) you desire that, 
to which this is required as a means ” But a dutiful act is one of 
obedience to a law for which obedience the motive is just that the 
law is law, is, in fact, in the Kantian not very well-chosen phrase, 
a synthetic imperative ) If Hobbes is to be regarded as consistent 
with himself we must explam how, on his theory, the sovereign 
can be guilty of breach of faith, and how this breach of faith can 
be the violation of a command which is the command of a person 
(in the Hobbian sense), and "contains m it the reason of obedience” 
Now as to the first point, there is something to be considered on 
which Hobbes himself has hardly laid all the stress he should have 
done The sovereign, according to him, is created by a voluntary 
transference to him of what, in the "state of nature,” had been the 
personal right of each of his future subjects \\’hat each of us trans- 
ferred to the sovereign by this transaction was the right to prescnbe 
at his discretion what we should do and omit. But the purpose of 
this transference was the promotion of the safety and commodious 
liNung of each of us We id not renounce our claim to this when 
we renounced our claim to judge of our own discretion how it may 
be attained And though the "renunciation" was made not by a 
contract between the sovereign “of the one part” and the "people" of 
the other part, but by one between each individual man and every 
other, m which the sovereign is a beneficiary, but not a party, 
Hobbes is quite clear on the point that to make the transaction 
complete there must be an acceptance of the proposed transfer of 
nghts by the beneficiary ’Tn the conveyance of nght, the will 
is requisite not only of him that con\-eys. but of him also that 
accepts it If either be wanting, the right remains” (Df Cu'tf, 11, 5 ). 
Hence, though Hobbes does not say much on the point, there ts 
a bargam to which the sovereign ts a party in the constitution of 
cml society He is not a party to the ba^ain, of which Hobbes 
speaks m particular, between you and me to divest ourselves of 
most of our "natural nght,” he alone has divested himself of none 
of it But. as thebeneficiary under the bargam, to whom the "rights” 
you and I lay down are transferred, he accepts the transfer, and in 
accepting it must be supposed to understand and accept the proNision 
that the powers transferred to him are to be exercised for the 
preservation and commodity of all of us This docs not affect the 
conclusion Hobbes is most anxious to establish, that you and I 
cannot equitably cashier the sovereign or call him to account, since 
we are supposed to ha%e agreed together to authorize beforehand 
whate\ er command-, the sovereign may, in his arbitrary discretion, 
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think good to give. We may not rebel because lec think that what 
he commands is not conducive to the ends for which the transfer 
of right was made, since we expressly agreed that he was to be the 
judge of what is so conducive. But it is enough to show that there 
really is a bargain, to which the sovereign is a party by his acceptance 
of the sovereignty, that the transferred rights shall be exclusively 
used in the ways which the sovereign honestly believes to further 
the end aimed at in the transference, and this is enough to explain 
why, even on the assumption that all “iniquity” can be reduced to 
breach of contract-^an assumption which Hobbes can hardly be 
said to carry through \vith complete success — the sovereign can be 
said to be capable of “iniquity,” to be bound by the natural law, 
and to have a variety of exacting duties. By accepting the sovereignty 
he has virtually contracted, not indeed to submit his commands to 
the judgment of any council or body of ministers, but to use them 
only as he. in his conscience, deems to be for the common safety 
and welfare Hence iniquity on his part, too, though not an offence 
of which any court can take cognizance, could be brought, at a 
pinch, without any departure from the main lines of Hobbes's 
thought, under the head of breach of the great law that "men 
perform their covenants once made ” 

(3) There still remains a further point for consideration. Soverei^s, 
we are told, have duties; a duty means “foUowTng what is prescribed 
by law,” and a law is "the command of the person . . . whose precept 
contains in it the reason of obedience ” 

If the fulfilling of the law of nature is a duty in the sovereign, it 
follows that the law of nature is a command, and a Command the 
reason for obedience whereto is that it is the precept of a "person 
with the right to command. What "person,” then, is this, whose 
commands are binding on princes because they are his commands? 
Not the "natural person” of any man, since Hobbes denies the 
existence of any universal monarch of the earth; not a 
composed of many "natural persons,” since there is no such "court 
wth jurisdiction over the independent princes of the world. I cm 
only make Hobbes's statements consistent wth one another by 
supposing that he meant quite seriously what he so often says, 
that the "natural law” is the command of God, and to be obeye 
because it is God’s command. Its clauses are "theorems,” because 
they are discoverable by the unaided use of clear and rationa 
thinking But if they are also commands, then on Hobbes s pnn- 
ciples they are commands laid by one will upon another; no man, as 
Hobbes puts it, can oblige himself, because, being at once obliger an 
obliged, he could equally release himself at will from his obligation. 
"It were merely in vain for a man to be obliged to himself, because 
he can release himself at his own pleasure, and he that can do t s 
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is already actually free” {De Cite, VI, 14). "No man can be obliged 
except it be to another” {ibid., XII, 4). It would seem to follow that 
the rules of natural "equity” cannot be commands, or laws, and 
therefore compbance with them a duty, so long as we know no more 
about them than that they are conclusions rightly collected by 
reason. To recognke them as Itms, we must also know that they 
are the commands of God, and since Hobbes teaches that a law 
which binds in foro tnterno is not really compbed with unless there 
was a formal intention to obey it as law, we do not really fulfil the 
demands of equity unless we obey the div’ine command as such, 
because it is a divme command 

On the question how we know that the "theorems” which figure 
in Hobbes's text art commands of God. the answer seems to me to 
vary from one exposition to another From a passage already 
quoted from the Elements of Law it would look as though the 
"theorems” obtam this fuller character of being divme laws from 
their bemg laid down as commands in Scripture If that is so, it 
should consistently be added that they are not laws, but remain 
simply true “theorems” e\er>'whcre outside the "kingdom of God 
by covenant,” i e that they axe only laus to the Jeis-s and Christians 
who recognize the authority of the Scriptures to which Hobbes 
appeals Yet m De Cne, XV, 4-5, we meet another different theory 
There we are told that God has a two-fold kingdom, "natural, m 
which he reigns by the dictates of nght reason, and which is universal 
over all who acknowledge the divme power by reason of that rational 
nature which is common to all.” and "prophetKol. in which he rules 
also by the uord of prophecy, which is pecubar, because he hath 
not gi\en positive laws to all men, but to his peculiar people and 
some certain men elected by him ” It is then added that in the 
naiural kingdom God’s nght to rule is founded solely on his irresisUhle 
pouer” (whereas in the prophetical kingdom, as is explained in detail 
m the sections of De Cne and Lciiathan devoted to the subject of 
rehgion, God’s so\ereignty over the "elected” rests on a coienanl). 
It seems to follow that according to this x-ersion of the doctrine, 
the natural law a law (and not merely a collection of true theorems) 
for all men except atheists (when Hobbes always regards not as 
disobedient subjects of God. but as aliens, outside God’s kingdom) ‘ 

■ I confess here to finding a real difficults in understanding how Hobbes 
could hold that mere mtstiliLle pourr can be the foundation of a moral 
dhgiUton In strict consistencs, should he not ha\c held that the moral 
obligation to obey the natural which is also the dmne. law only covers the 
case of Israelites m the past and Christians in the present who are subjects 
of God in virtue of a ‘ covenant ' by which they arc pledged to ‘ faith and 
obedience ’ (or. when thev have erred through fraillv, repentance) ^ As the 
omnipotent Lord of all things, God is only ling over ‘infidels" in the same 
sense in which He is king over the beasts whose subjection to his "irresistible 
povv er ' IS cot supposed to giv e nse to any obhgabo&s 
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We should, in consistency, have to suppose that the knowledge that 
the natural law is the command of God may be attained inde- 
pendently of acquaintance wth the Jewish and Christian Scriptures. 
I do not know whether there is any way of reconciling the various 
passages, nor how, if the view of the De Cive is adopted, Hobbes 
supposes persons unacquainted with the Scriptures to have dis- 
covered that the natural law is a command of God. But we are, 
I think, bound to believe that he means what he says when he calls 
it such a command; in no other way can we make his explicit state- 
ments about the connection between the notions of ^duty, zcommand, 
and a law inherent with each other. A certain kind of theism b 
absolutely necessary to make the theory work. 

The reasons which used to be given in the nineteenth century for 
supposing these theistic utterances to be insincere verbiage are 
really not creditable to the knowledge or intelligence of the writers 
who used them In substance they only amount to this, that Hobbes 
always insists strongly on the incomprehensibility of the di\ine 
nature, and on the impossibility of our having a “conception" of 
God, and that he points out in particular the danger of anthropo- 
morphism attending the ascription of intellect and will to God. 
(The difficulty is that in us, according to Hobbes, will is appeliie 
the “last appetite in deliberation,” and inteUection has its beginnings 
in “sense”; but clearly we cannot ascribe appetite and "sense” to 
the infinite and irresistible being.) Utterances of this land are so far 
from being necessarily expressions of atheism that they are the 
common stock-in-trade of orthodox Christian scholastics. If Hobb^ 
said that we have no conception of God, it was the universal scholastic 
doctrine that the essentia of God cannot be known to us in this 
life, though w’e can answer the question an sit Dens, we have to 
leave the question quid Deus sit to be solved in a better world. 
Neither will nor intellect, nor anything else, according to the greatest 
of the scholastics, can be univocally predicated of God and of any 
creature. ^Vhen Hobbes in De Corpore threw doubt on the v^ue 
of philosophic arguments for the beginning of the universe in time, 
he was only repeating that had long before been more fully urged 
by St Thomas. ^Vhe^ he says — and the words have actually been 
used in support of the allegation of "atheism” — that we may orfy 
attribute to God tw’o kinds of predicates, negative predicates which 
deny of Him anything which is a mark of limitation, and super- 
latives which, by their form, indicate that there is no comparison 
between Him and the creatures of whom the same epithets are 
predicated in the positive d^free, he is, consciously or not, repro- 
ducing the teaching and phraseology of the de divinis 

of “Dionysius the Areopagite," a writer Sympathetically expound 

by St. Thomas. Clearly argum^ts which, if valid, would prove t e 
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atheism of most of the schoolmen, including the Doctor angeltcus, 
prove nothing about that of Hobbes. On the other hand, he seems 
always to accept at its face value the aipiment that the universe 
(= the aggregate of bodies) must have a cause, and since, on his 
own definition of causation, nothing can be causa siii, it follows at 
once (i) that the "cause of the universe" is neither itself (the 
"aggregate of bodies") nor any part of itself, and (2) that, if as 
Hobbes held, nothing can be conceived but body, this cause, though 
certainly knoum by the causal argument to evist, must be mcompre- 
hensible to us The internal consistency of this doctiine seems to 
me to be the best proof that it was smcerely held (There is, perhaps, 
a certam mconsistency between Hobbes’s defimtion of cause and 
effect, for which it should follow that a cause is always temporally 
prior to its effect, and the doubt expressed m the De Corpore about 
the validity of the reasons given for a beginning of the world m 
time » But the utmost that this pro\es, I think, is only that Hobbes 
had not thought out the implications of the problem to the end. 
He has been laughed at for lea\ing the question undecided until 
It shall be authontauvely determined by the sovereign But he is 
here agam m the company of St. Thomas Both leave the last word 
on the matter to the authorued mterpreter of Scripture. The only 

' The rele'^ant facts are these — 

(1) Hobbes evpressly sa\s. here agreeing completely with St Thomas 
that no good reasons can be gl^eQ rvby tbeuorld should ha\e had a begmung 
[De Corpore, IV, 26, i) (1 quote from the text ol 166S) lUos igitur qui mu&di 
onginem abquam fuisse rauonibus suis a rebus naturalibus demonstrasse 
se lactitant laudare non possum . KoDoe qui retenutatem mundi sic 
toUunt, eadem opera etiam mundi cooditon actemitatem toUunt 

(2) According to the definitions of cause and eflcct given m the same work 
(11. g 3). a causa tntegra (entire cause) is the aggregate of all the accidents 
both of the agents how many soever they be and of the patient put together 
which when they are all supposed to be present (omnibus suppositis) it cannot 
be understood but that the eSect » produced at the same tnstani (quin cSectus 
una sit productus) and if anv one of them be wanting, it cannot be under- 
stood but that the effect is not produced and we are consequently told 
■ quo instante causa sit tnugra, eodem quoque cSectum esse productem " 
Thus the ' entire cause, ’ including the requisite conditions is the patient,’ 
iwi the effect are sisnultaneous But Hobbes inferi trom this very pvropfjutvia 
the "causation and the production of effects consist in a certain continual 
progress” (ifcii , II. 9, 6), and this seems to imply that the “agent. ' if not 
the patient ajso has an existence which is tempyirallv pnor to the ' effect " 

If this principle can be extended to the causation of the universe, it would 
follow that the universe is nol eternal I supp»se. however, that Hobbes who 
held that philosophv vs only concerned wxth those things ol which there are 

generations,’ could quite convutentlv have said that the pnnaple. being 
a philosophical one roust not be applied to God. nor >et to the ‘ world if 
the world is ’ eternal and that the question therefore remains op>en for us 
as philosophers, thouch as good subjects we must acquiesce in the sentence of 
the sovereign, if he thinks fit to pronounce on the matter 
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difference bet^\een them is that St. Thomas’s authorized interpreter 
is the ecclesiastical power, and it has already given its decision; 
Hobbes’s is the temporal, and its decision cannot be kno\vn until 
the “sword” has finally settled who is to be the temporal sovereign 
in England.) 

The “incomprehensibility” of God, so far from being inconsistent 
with the thesis that the natural law is a divine command, actually 
serves to remove a possible objection. If God were comprehensible, 
it is conceivable that accurate knowledge of His nature might 
prove that nature to be such that ue cannot think of it as the source 
of commands which oblige mankind. But if the nature of God is 
an inscrutable mystery, then this very inscrutability makes it 
impossible to use our inabihty to understand how God commands 
us as any argument agamst the fact that He does so command us, 
provided that the fact appears to be sufficiently authenticated. If 
a man finds evidence for the fact either in the witness of our sense 
of imperative obligation itself, or in the coincidence of the “theorems” 
of "nght reason” with the injunctions of Scripture, a Hobbist 
cannot retort on him by alleging, to use the unlovely diction of 
modem slangishness, that “ultimate reality is unethical,” and there- 
fore cannot be the source of moral commands and prohibitions. As 
we simply do not know what the “ultimate reality" is (have no 
“conception” of it), we are talking idly when we pretend to know 
that it is “noti-ethical.” 

My own behef, for whatever it may be worth, is that Hobbes 
simply meant what he said about the natural law as a command 
of God, and that he was led to this conviction not so much by the 
Scnptural testimonies which he produces in such profusion, as by 
the unusual depth of his oivn sense of moral obligation. The im- 
pression repeated study of his works leaves on me is that Hobbes 
w'as a fundamentally honest man, and a man, as Professor Laird 
has said, with an almost overwhelming sense of duty. To such a 
man the thought that duty is a divine command is so natural that 
it is almost impossible not to form it. And I conceived that Hobbes s 
religion- — for, in spite of De Quincey's jests, I think it clear he had 
one — consisted, as Kant’s did, almost exclusively in the discharge 
of the duties of everyday morality with an accompanying sense 
of their transcendent obligatoriness. It is clear that he ivas not 
“religious” in any deeper sense of the word; the w'orship of the 
heart was plainly not congenial to him, and his theories, in fact, 
make any direct personal relation between the W'orshipper and his 
god illusory. But such as it was, his religion does impress me as 
a genume thing, and it is not very different from that of many worthy 
persons of to-day who w’ould be sincerely shocked if they were to 
be accused of “atheism.” It seems to me that when we make the 
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necessary allowances for of thinking which were current in 

the middle of the seventeenth century but are now obsolete, Hobbes 
may have been more in earnest than is usually allowed in supple- 
menting this rebgion of the dotj’ of a dtuen with the one "article 
of faith” that Jesus is yet to reappear in Palestine and reign endlessly 
in temporal felicity over r^usatated behevers Such a "faith” 
would have no chance of being accepted as "the good Christianity” 
if it were to be proclaimed to-day But I do not think it impossible 
that a man hNung in the welter of conflicting and bitterly hostile 
creeds of all kinds pre%*alent m England m the period 1640-50 
may have fancied that something of this kind would emerge at last 
as the simple "substance of the faith 

My serious concern, ho\\e\’er. is not with what may have been 
Hobbes’s personal opimons on these things, and I only make the 
remarks of the last paragraph by very* free protest against the too 
facile assumption that there is nothing m the scnpturaJ evcgcsis 
with which Levtaihan. in particular, abounds beyond an ingenious 
treating of the ecclesiastics with their own weapon* The point 1 am 
really anxious to make is that Hobbes’s cihcal theory is commonly 
misrepresented and umnteUigently criticized for want of sufficient 
recognition that it is, from first to last, a doctnne of duh. a strict 
deontology It is true that Chaile* II had the good taste to enjoy 
the philosopher’s conversation, and that the Whitehall of the 
Restoration is an unlikely quarter ui which to find a deontologist 
But Hobbes, after all, wa*not so very often at Whitehall, and he does 
not belong to the age of the Restoration wnts He is the contemporary’ 
of Clarendon, Falkland, and Selden. not of Rochester, Ethercge, 
and Yilhers 

« I certainlv do not mt-sell thini, that the (eats o( Biblical interpretation in 
theirttdlAdn are, in the mam, a mere patne Hobbess exegeses where they 
are opposed to those generally current m bis time are often maniiestH sound, 
and esen where, to our better informed age the\ are not sound, ihcv mav 
well base seemed so to their sesenteentb-centurv author It is onh m a small 
nimont\ of cases that he seems to me to be merely answering a tool accord- 
ingto his folly It should always be remembered that Hobbes has an admirable 
practical purpose in his endeasour to reduce the articles of belief ‘necessary 
to ^h-ation to a nuniBiuis }]e wauls, at an mtclenst 3ge. to pat an end 
to persecution for speculative disaspeemcnts without challenging the generally 
accepted vacw that it is the sovereign s dutv to ' cau'c such a doctrine and 
worship to be taught and practised ' as he believes ‘ necessanlv conducive to 
the r.Vrndi salvation of his subyects (£>r Cite XIII. 5) And he held a.s we 
see from his that the ultimate cause of the great rebellion bad 

been the real of Ih-csbytcnan ministers to enforce all their own personal 
opinions on points of sfx^ulativc dmiutv as necessary to salvation I’crse 
cution he thinhs will cease if the sovereign insists on no article as funda 
mental besond the recognition of Jesus as the future Messianic long, and 
the Subject understands that conformity to the established wxirship does not 
imply speeubtive agreement in opinion, except on Hus single point 
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N.B. — I have in the text omitted to quote what is perhaps the 
most important single sentence of Hobbes about obligaiion. In \’iew 
of its definiteness, I give it both in the Latin and the English forms. 
De Cive,XTV,2,annot — Clariusergohoc dico. Pacto obligarihominem, 
id est propter promissionem praestare debere. Lege vero obligatum 
teneri, id est metu poenae quae in L^e constituitur, ad praestationem 
cogi. Philosophical Rudiments concerning Govenwient and Socidy, 
XIV, 2. — ^More clearly, therefore, I say thus: that a man is obliged 
by his contracts, that is, that he ought to perform for his promise' 
sake ; but that the law ties him being obliged, that is to say, it compels 
him to make good his promise for fear of the punishment appointed 
by the law. 

The clear distinction thus made between the oUigaiion and the 
subsequent compulsion though the “penal sanction” is (a distinction 
merely overlooked in Bentham’s statement that “a Sanction is a 
source of obligatory’ powers or motives”) explains at once bow 
Hobbes could maintain that the “laws of nature" oblige in /wo 
viterno even before the creation of ci\'il society, that in d\’il soaety 
they continue to oblige wherever the ci\’il law has issued no injunc- 
tions, and that they oblige the sovereign himself, who is inamenable 
to the civil law. The obligatory force of the ci\'il law itself is, in 
fact, derived entirely from that of the natural. If we are altvays to 
obey the civil law, even when in our pri\'ate opinion it is inequitable, 
that is because we are already obliged, in \’irtue of the natural 
law itself, to honour our "previous engagement” to be directed by 
the commands of the sovereign I am alwa>’s sure that to break 
this engagement is inequitable, whereas my personal opinion that 
the act the sovereign commands me to do is inequitable is, in Hobbes's 
eyes, never more than a conjecture, and even if I hav-e conjectured 
rightly, the answerability for the inquity of the act so commanded 
lies not with me, but with the sovereign. 
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OUR EVIDENCE FOR THE EXISTENCE OF 
OTHER MINDS 

pROFESSoa H. H PRICE 

I Is ordinarj’ life ever5'one assumes that he has a great deal of 
knowledge about other minds or persons This assumption has 
naturally aroused the cunosity of philosophers , though perhaps they 
have not been as curious about it as they ought to have b^n, for 
they have devoted many volumes to our consciousness of the material 
world, but ver^’ few to our con^oousness of one another It was 
thought at one time that each of ua den\e» his knowledge of other 
minds from the observation of other human organisms I obser\'e 
(it was said) that there are a number of bodies which resemble my 
own fairly closely m their shape, sue, and manner of movement, 
I conclude by analog^’ that each of these bodies i> animated by a 
mind more or less like myself U w-as admitted that this argument 
was not demonstrative. At the best it would only pronde evidence 
for the existence of other mind», not proof, and one's alleged know- 
ledge of other minds would only be at the mo>t well-grounded 
opimon It was further admitted, by some philosophers, that our 
behef in the existence of other minds was probably not reached by 
an argument of this sort, indeed was not reached by an argument at 
all, but was an uncritical and unquestioning taking-for-granted, a 
mere piece of primitive creduhty . but. it was claimed, the behef can 
only be justified by an argument of this sort 

This theory, which maj be called the Analogical Theoiy, has come 
in for a good deal of cnticisro, and has now been generally abandoned 
Perhaps it has sometimes been abandoned for the WTong reasons, 
for some of its critics (not all) seem to have overlooked the distmc- 
tion between the genesis of a behef and its justification However 
this may be. I shall not discuss the theory any further at present 
My aim m this paper is to consider certam other theories w hich ha\ c 
b«n or rmght be suggested m its place, and to develop one of them 
at some length 

With the abandonment of the Analc^cal Theory* a \er>’ difTercnt 
\new , w hich I shall call the Intuitive Theory', came into favour It 
was maintained that each of us has a direct and mtuitue appre- 
hension of other minds, ju-t as he has of his own, or at least that he 
intuitively apprehends some other mmds on some occasions, for 
instance m a conversation or a quarrel. It was said that there is soaal 
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consciousness as well as self-consdousness, a direct a%\’areness of 
the "thou” as well as a direct aw’areness of the "me.” I wish to 
emphasize that this consciousness W’as held to be a form of knowing, 
not merely belief (however well-grounded), still less taking for 
granted. And I think it would have been said to be knowng by 
acquaintance — extrospective acquaintance as we might call it— 
though doubtless this acquaintance would make possible a certain 
amount of "knowledge about,” just as when I am acquainted with 
a noise I may know about the noise that it is shrill or louder than 
some previous noise. 

This \’iew might be worked out in several different ways. Do I 
have extrospective acquamtance with foreign selves, or only with 
foreign psychical events, from which foreign selves can somehow’ be 
inferred? Or would it be said that foreign selves, and my own self 
too, are only logical constructions out of extrospectible or intro- 
spectible data? Again, is my extrospective acquaintance confined to 
human mmds, or does it extend to sub-human and super-human 
ones, if such there be? It is certain that some who held this kind of 
theory thought that u did extend to super-human minds at any rate; 
for they thought that religious experience, or at any rate one of the 
types of experience covered by that label, was an extrospective 
acquaintance with the Divine Mind. And I suppose that some might 
claim an extrospective acquaintance with what we may call ex- 
human minds, minds which once animated human bodies, but now 
animate them no longer (and perhaps with ex -animal minds, if there 
are any’). 

We should also have to ask just what the special circumstances 
are which make this extrospective acquaintance possible. For clearly 
it does not occur m all circumstances. Otherwise we shall never be 
deceived by waxworks; we could tell at a glance whether the man 
we see lying by the roadside is unconscious, or dead, or only sham- 
mmg; and we should know at once whether the words we hear are 
uttered by a gramophone or by an animate and conscious human 
organism. 

I do not propose to pursue these questions any further. I only 
mention them to suggest that the theory requires a more detailed 
and thorough working out than it has yet received. But perhaps it 
is well to add that it derives no support whatever from the phenomena 
of telepathy. No doubt there is strong empirical evidence for the 
occurrence of telepathy. But the telepathic relation appears to be 
causal, not cognitive, it is more like infection than like knowledge. 
An event E, in mind No. x causes an event E, in mind No. 2, without 
any discoverable physical intermediaiy. It may be that E^ resembles 
E, fairly closely. For instann^, E, might be the seeing of a cert^ 
scene accompanied by a feeling of horror, and Ej might be the imaging 
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of a \HsuaI image closely resembling that scene, accompanied by a 
similar feeling of hororr. But E, is not a knowing of E,; just as, 
when you have scarlet fever and I catch it from you, my fever is 
not a knowing of yours. 

But some advocates of the Intuitive Theory proceeded to take 
a further step, which ue must now consider. We were told, and still 
are, that the problem before us was mis-stated. We started by 
assuming that every man has from the first a direct introspective 
auareness of himself, or of mental events m himself, and the problem 
was to justify his beliefs concerning other selves The Analogical 
Theory said that they ^\e^e justified by observation of other human 
bodies. The Intuitive Theory said that they were justified by occa- 
sional acts of extrospective acquaintance, or rather it said that some 
of them are not behefs, but intuitive knowings, and that the rest 
(which are only behefs) are justified by the evidence which these 
occasional extrospective knowmgs provide But, it is now suggested, 
the problem has been stated the wrong way round; we are being 
puzzled at the wrong things The really puzzling thing, it is suggested, 
is self consciousness, not consciousness of other people ^\^^at comes 
first in the histoncal ordei is consciousness of one’s neighbour, 
extrospective consciousness Consciousness of oneself only comes 
later, after considerable mental development , in some cases perhaps, 
say in the idiot or the very primitive savage, it never comes at all 
Nor is the order merely histoncal. It is epistemological too When I 
do come to know my owti mind. I only come to know it by contrast 
mth my neighbours’ minds which I have been knowing from the first. 

It may, however, be objected that this is only true of attentive 
and discriminatmg self consciousness. Might I not have been auare 
of myself from the first, even though it required time and pain 
before I attended to this internal datum and discriminated it from 
other objects of my awareness^ To meet this difficulty, the theory 
IS sometimes stated in a still more radical way It is suggested that 
the primary thing both in the historical and the epistemological order 
is a consaousness whose object is not “you” nor “me," but “us.” 
This primitive icc-cowscioksmcss can be called neither introspective 
WOT extrospective., but is. that owt of which, both intsospectiosi and 
extrospection have developed Each man as he grows up gradually 
learns to distinguish between different parts of this originally given 
we object, and m particular to distu^uish between "me," "you,” 
and "the rest " But this achievement, it is suggested, is not an 
entuely stable one. In tunes of great emotional stress, as in a battle 
or a not, it may break down One then shps back into the primitive 
and imdiscriminating we consaousness. and is aivare only that 
"we" are doing or feeling so and so. Such occasions are very rare 
in the life of the civilized man But in the very primitive savage it 
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may well be the other way round. Perhaps he only manages to 
distinguish between '‘me” and “you” once or twice in a lifetime. 

We have now described several different forms of the Intuitive 
Theory. They differ as to the relation between introspective acquain- 
tance and extrospective acquaintance, between self-consciousness and 
social consciousness. But they all have one very important conten- 
tion in common. They all maintain that there is such an experience 
as extrospective acquaintance, a direct and intuitive knowing whose 
object is either another mind, or at any rate an event in or state of 
another mind. But does extrospective acquaintance ever occur? 
Am I ever acquainted with a feeling of anger or of fear which is 
not my own? I am sometimes acquainted %vith my own thinking- 
processes Am I ever acquainted with thinking-processes which do 
not occur in myself and have nothing to do with me? It seems to 
me perfectly clear that the answer to these questions is, No Of 
course I am constantly taking for granted the existence of all sorts 
of foreign emotions and foreign thinldng-processes. I take their 
existence for granted without the least hesitation or doubt. But 
this is a very different thing indeed from knowing them by acquain- 
tance. If anyone professes that he does sometimes have such extro- 
spective acquaintance with his neighbour’s mental processes, I do 
not see how to refute him. But I can easily conceive both of a strong 
motive, and of a plausible but inconclusive argument, which might 
lead him to claim that he had such acquaintance when in fact he 
had not. 

First, the motive. As a distinguished philosopher has said, “we 
don’t want inferred friends.” But still, though one does not want 
them, one may have to put up with them for lack of anj’thing 
better. Secondly, the argument. It may be urged that unless there 
is some extrospective acquaintance, the beliefs which each one of 
us holds concerning other nunds could not have the high degree 
of probability w’hich some of them obviously do have. For where 
else could the evidence come from which is to give them this high 
degree of probabihty^ Mere observation of other human organisms, 
such as the Analogical Theory appeals to, provides but weak evi- 
dence, if it provides any at all. One might try to cut the knot by 
offering a Behaviouristic analysis of statements about other minds, 
as Logical Positivism did in its irilder youth, on the ground ^at 
otherwise these statements would be unverifiable and so nonsensical. 
If my belief about another mind is really only a belief about the 
behaviour of a certain human oi^nism, then no doubt I can find 
abundant evidence to justify it. But then what about statements 
concerning my own mind? These can be verified or refuted by 
spection; so they are not to be analysed in a purely Behaviouristic 
way. But this leaves us with an intolerable as5mmetTy between 
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statements about myself and statements about my neighbour. It 
seems perfectly obvious that words like “hear,” “see,” “fear,” 
“think," have exactly the same meaning when I apply them to 
my neighbour as when I apply them to myself. If "I see a cat” 
means simply “this retina here is bemg stimulated by light-rays 
and these muscles are adjusting themselves to respond to that 
stunulus” (e g. by stroking the cat, or offering it a saucer of milk), 
well and good; then we may analyse "Smith sees a cat” in an analo- 
gous way. Only, what is sauce for Smith must be sauce for me as 
well The Behaviounstic analyas must apply to both statements 
alike, or else to neither But as a matter of fact it seems to me clear 
that “/ see a cat” cannot be analysed in this way However much 
truth we recognize m the detailed contentions of the Behaviourists 
— and for my part I am prepared to recc^ize a great deal — I do 
not understand how anyone can hold a purely Behaviounstic theory 
about himself Much of what we are pleased to call our thinking is 
doubtless nothing but talking or tmtching of throat-muscles, and 
much of what looks like deliberate action may well be nothing but 
a complicated chain of conditioned reflexes. But unless I sometimes 
do think in the literal and non-Behaviouristic sense, how could I 
discover that at other times my alleged thinking is only talking’ 
How indeed could I discover anything at all, or even understand the 
statements which Behaviourists make to me’ 

For these reasons it is certainly plausible to argue that unless 
extrospective acquaintance sometimes occurs, one’s beliefs about 
other mmds could not have the high probability which some of 
them obviously do here For if extrospective acquaintance be 
excluded, we must fall back on ordinary perceptual observation 
And then it seems we most have recourse either to the Analogical 
Theory or to Behaviourism, and neither gives us what ve ivant. 
But I think that this argument, though plausible, is not conclusive 
For Behaviourism and the Analogical Theory are perhaps not the 
only alternatives available. There is at least one other which deserves 
to he considered, and I propose to devote the rest of this paper to 
the consideration of it. 

2. The suggestion I irish to examine is that one’s evidence for the 
existence of other minds is denved pnmanly from the understanding 
of language I shall use the word “language’' in a wide sense, to 
include not only speech and writing, but also signals such as waving 
a red flag, and gestures such as be^oning and pointing One might 
say, the suggestion is that one's evidence for the existence of other 
minds comes from commMMicafion-situations. But this would be 
question begging. For communication is by defimtion a relation 
between two oi more minds Thus if I haw reason to beheve that a 
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communication is occurring, I must already have reason to believe 
that a mind other than my own exists. However, it would be true, 
according to the theory which I am about to consider, that the, 
study of communication is of fundamental importance. For accord- 
ing to it one’s most important evidence for the existence of another 
mind is always also evidence for the occurrence of communication 
between that mind and oneself. Even so, the word "communication” 
has to be taken in a vide sense, as the word "language” has to be. 
Utterances which I am not intended to hear, and writings or signals 
which I am not intended to see, will hav'e to be counted as communi- 
cations, provided I do in fact observe and understand them. In 
other words, we shall have to allow that there is such a thing as 
involuntary communication. 

Let us consider some instances. Suppose I hear a foreign body' 
utter the noises "Look! there is the bus." I understand these noises 
That is to say. they have for me a symbolic character, and on hearing 
them I find myself entertaining a certain proposition, or if you like 
entertaining a certain thought. (It does not matter how they came 
to have this symbolic character for me. The point is that they do 
have it now, however they got it.) As yet I only entertain what they 
symbolize, tvith perhaps some slight inclination towards belief; for 
as yet I have no decisive ground for either belief or disbelief. How- 
ever, 1 now proceed to look round; and sure enough there is the bus, 
which I had not seen before, and perhaps was not expecting yet. 
This simple occurrence, of hearing an utterance, understanding it 
and then venfjdng it for oneself, provides some evidence that the 
foreign body which uttered the noises is animated by a mind l^e 
one’s own. And at the same time it provides evidence that the mind 
in question is or recently has been in a determinate state. Either it 
has been itself observing the bus, or it has been observing some other 
physical object or event from which the advent of the bus could be 
inferred. 

Now suppose that I frequently have experiences of this sort m 
connection with this particular foreign body. Suppose I am often 
in its neighbourhood, and it repeatedly produces utterances which 
I can understand, and which 1 then proceed to verify for roysel . 
And suppose that this happens in many different kinds of situation. 
I think that my evidence for believing that this body is animated 
by a mind hke my o^vn would then become very strong. It is true 
that it will never amount to demonstration. But in the sphere o 
matters of fact it is a Tni«;ta1fe- to expect demonstration. We may 
expect it in the spheres of Pure Mathematics and Formal Logic, 
but not elsewhere. So much at least we may learn from Hume. 

• I use a phrase “a forrign txjdy" to mean "a body other than my own. 
As we shall see, it need not be a human body. 
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I have no direct extrospective acquaintance with other minds, the 
most that can be demanded is adequate evidence for their existence. 
If anyone demands proof of it his demand is nonsensical, at least 
if the word "proof” is used in the strict sense which it bears in 
Pure Mathematics. It is not that the demand unfortunately cannot 
be fulfilled, owing to the limitations of human knowledge. It is that 
it cannot really be made at all The words which purport to formulate 
it do not really formulate an3rthing. 

To return to our argument the evidence will be strongest where 
the utterance 1 hear gives me new iniormation , that is to say, where 
it sjTnboUzes something which I do ml already belie%'e, but which 
I subsequently manage to venly for mj’self For if I did already 
believe it at the time of hearing, I cannot exclude the possibility 
that it was my owm beheving which caused the foreign body to 
utter it And this might happen even if my own beliexing were, 
as we say, "unconsaous''; as when I have b^ believing for many 
hours that to-day is Saturday, though until this moment I have 
not thought about the matter I know by experience that my bebev- 
mgs can cause my own body to utter sjTtibobc noises, and for all 
I can tell they may sometimes cause a foreign body to do the same 
Indeed, there is some empirical evidence m favour of this suggestion. 
The utterances of an entranced medium at a spmtuahstic stance 
do sometimes seem to be caused by the unspoken behefs of the 
sitters That one mind — my own — can animate two or more bodies 
at the same time is therefore not an absurd hypothesis, but only a 
queer one It cannot be ruled out of court a prion, but must be 
refuted by specific empirical evidence 

It might, however, be suggested that we are demanding too much 
when we require that the foreign utterance should convey new 
information Would it not be sufficient if the information, though 
not new, was, so to speak, tntrusne — if it broke in upon my train 
of thought, and had no link, either logical or associative, with what 
I was thmkmg a moment before’ Thus, suppose that while I am 
engaged in a mathematical calculation 1 suddenly hear a foreign 
body say "to-day is Saturday ” I did m a sense beheve this already. 
1 have received no new information Still, the utterance has no 
logical relevance to the propositions which were occupying my 
rrund, and there was nothing in them to suggest it by association 
Would not jthe hearing of this utterance provide me with evidence 
for the existence of another mind ^ I admit that it would, but I think 
the evndence would be weak For I know by experience that my 
powers of concentration are exceedii^ly limited Sentences proceed- 
mg from my own unconscious sometimes break in upon my train 
of thought in just this intrusive way It is true that they usually 
present themselves to my mind m the form of verbal images. But 
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occasionally they are actually uttered in audible whispers, and 
sometimes they are uttered aloud. How can I tell that these same 
unconscious processes in m5rself may not sometimes cause a foreign 
body to utter such intrusive noises? Their intrusive character is 
no bar to their unconscious origin. What we require is that they 
should symbolize something which I did not believe beforehand at 
all, even unconsciously. It is still better if they symbolize something 
which I could not have believed beforehand because I* was not in 
a position to make the relevant perceptual observations. For instance, 
I hear a foreign body say "there is a black cloud on the horizon” 
at a time when my back is turned to the ^vindow, and then I turn 
round and see the cloud for my^self. Or I am walking in pitch dark- 
ness in a strange house, and hear someone say "there are three 
steps in front of you," which I had no means of guessing before- 
hand; and I then verify the proposition for myself by falling down 
the steps. 

3. It follows from what has been said that if there were a foreign 
body which never uttered anything but platitudes, I should be very 
doubtful whether it was independently animated, no matter how 
closely it resembled my own. In the instance given ("to-day is 
Saturday,” when I already believe that to-day is Saturday) the 
platitude was a singular platitude, stating a particular matter of 
fact. But there are also general platitudes. Among these some are 
empirical, such as "there is always a sky above us,” "all cats have 
whiskers”; while others are a priori, such as "2 2 = 4,” or "it 

is either raining or not raining,” and are true at all times and in all 
possible worlds. If there was a body which uttered only singular 
platitudes, I should be inclined to conclude (as we have said) that 
it was not independently animated; I should suspect that its noises 
were caused by my o\vn believings, conscious and unconscious. If 
it uttered nothing but general platitudes, I might doubt whether 
it was animated at all. I should be inclined to think that it was a 
mere mechanism, a sort of talking penny-in-the-slot mactoe, 
especially if its repertoire of platitudes was limited; though it might 
occur to me to wonder whether any intelligent being had con- 
structed it. 

So far, then, it appears that if the noises uttered by a foreign 
body (or its visible gesticulations) are to provide adequately strong 
evidence for the existence of another mind, they must give me 
information. They must symbolize something which I did not know 
or believe beforehand, and which I then proceed to verify for myse . 
If these conditions are fulfilled, I have evidence of the occurrence 0 
a foreign act of perceiving — an act of perceiving which did no 
form part of my o\vn mental history. But it is not really necessary 
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that the information conveyed should be a singular proposition, 
restricted to one single perceptible situation. It might be general, 
as if I hear a foreign body say “some cats have no tails,” or "all 
gold dissolves in aqua regia ” Neither of these is restricted to one 
single perceptible object or situation Still, they are both empirical, 
and there is a sense in ivhich even the second can be empirically 
verified, or at any rate confirmed, by suitable observations and 
experiments. Clearly such utterances as these do give me evidence 
for the existence of another mind; but not in the way that the 
previous utterances did, such as “there is the bus,” or "there is a 
black cloud on the horizon now ” They do not show that a specific 
perceptual act falling outside my own mental history is now occur- 
ring, or has just occurred In one way they show something less 
— merely that some perceivings of cats or of gold have occurred at 
some time or other But in another way they show something more* 
namely, that a foreign act of ihtnktng is occurrmg or has recently 
occurred, directed upon the umversals “cat.” "t^,” “gold,” and 
"aqua regia.” (Or if it be objected that even perceiving involves some 
thmking, directed upon umversals m abstraction from their 
instances ) 

But further, the information I received need not be empirical at 
all. Suppose I hear a foreign body utter the noises "if 345 is added 
to 169, the result is 514 ” I understand these noises, but as yet I 
neither accept nor reject what they say For I have never worked 
out that particular sum before, or if I have. I have forgotten the 
result. However, I now’ proceed to work it out. and sure enough 
the result ts 514. This, too, gives me evidence of the existence of 
another mind. But this time I get evidence sunply of a foreign act 
of thmkmg, and not of any foreign perceptual act at all 

Here, however, we encounter a difficulty. It may be objected that 
this zirgument for the existence of another mmd is quite different 
from the one used hitherto, and even mconsistent with it In the 
previous cases ever^dbrng turned on the difference between utter- 
ances vihich give me information and utterances which do not But 
a mathematical statement, it is often said, tells me nothing about 
the world For it is true whatever state the world may he in And 
the hke holds of all other a prion statements. (Accordingly some 
philosophers have said that all a pnon statements are tautologies ) 
If so, how can a mathematical statement be called informativ’e? 
But if it is not informative, then according to our previous aigument 
the hearing and undemtanding of it can give us no evidence for the 
existence of a foreign act of thmlong Indeed, we ourselves gave the 
utterance " 2 - 1 - 2 = 4” as an instance of a platitude above. 

To this I reply that there is a sense in which many mathematical 
and other a priori statements are infonnative. It is true that they 
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do not give information about empirical matters of fact, in the way 
in which such statements as “it is now raining’’ do, or "some cats 
have no tails.” But they do assert something. They assert certain 
entailments. (or necessitations, if you uiU). And though any entail- 
ment, once you have seen it, may be called obvious or evident, it 
is not on that account necessarily a pktitude. The term "platitude” 
is relative. That which is a platitude to you need not be a platitude 
to me; and that which is a platitude to me at one time of my life 
may have been non-platitudinous to me at another. A statement 
is only a platitude to me when its truth is already obvious to me, 
before I hear the statement. If the trqth of it was not obvious before- 
hand, but only becomes so aftenvards when I have attended to the 
meaning of the symbols and to their mode of combination, then it 
has certainly told me something new which I did not know before. 
At the time when I heard it, it was certainly not a platitude for 
me, though it will be one in future if my memory is good. 'Even 
"2 + 3 =s 4,” though it IS a platitude to me now, perhaps was not 
always one When I first heard it, perhaps it told me something 
new which I had not been able to work out for myself. As Jlr. Russell 
says somewhere, even the Multiplication Table was probably exdtbg 
in the time of King Aahmes; for at that time it was not platitudinous 
to anybody. 

It appears, then, that mathematical statements (and likewise other 
a prion statements) can very well be informative, in the sense that 
they can tell one something which one had not previously found 
out for oneself; though the something w-hich they tell is an entail- 
ment, and not an empirical matter of fact. If it be said that such 
statements are tautologies, then we must insist that there are novel 
tautologies as well as stale ones; and the hearing and understanding 
of a novel one does give strong evidence for the existence of another 
mind, though the hearing of a stale one gives none or very little. 

4. In the situations hitherto mentioned the noises wMch I hear 
and imderstand are uttered by a foreign organism which I observe. 
And the foreign organism is more or less similar to my own. But of 
course I need not actually observe it. It suffices if I hear an intelligible 
and informative utterance proceeding from a megaphone or a 
telephone, from the next room or from behind my back. It may, 

however, be thought that such a foreign organism must be in principle 

observable if I am to have evidence of the existence of another mind, 
and further that it must be more or less similar to my o^vn organism. 
But I believe that both of these opinions are mistaken, as I shall 
now try to show by examples. 

There is a passage in the Old Testament which reads, "Thou 
hear a voice behind thee saying, ‘This k the way, walk ye in it.' 
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Now suppose that something like this did actually occur. For instance, 
I am lost on a mountain-top. and I hear a voice saying that on the 
other side of such-and-such a rock there is a sheep-track which leads 
do\\'n the mountain After the best search that I can make, I can 
find no organism from which the voice could have proceeded How- 
ever, I go to the rock in question, and I do find a sheep-track which 
leads me down safely mto the valley. Is it not clear that I should 
then have good e\’idence of the existence of another kind? The fact 
that so far as I can discover there was no organism, human or other, 
from which the voice proceeded makes no difierence, provided I 
hear the noises, understand them, and verify the information which 
they convey Now suppose I go up the mountain many times, and 
each time I hear an intelligible set of noises, conveying mfonnation 
which is new to me and subsequently verified; but I never find an 
organism from which they could have proceeded, search as I may. 
I should than have reason for concluding that the place was 
"haunted” by an unerobodied mind. Such things do not happen, 
no doubt. But still there is no contradiction whatever in supposmg 
them. The point is that if they did happen they would provide 
perfectly good evidence for the existence of another mind And this 
is suffiaent to show that the presence of an observable organism is 
not essential; a fortton, the presence of an observ’able orgamsm more 
or less resembling my own is not essential 

Now suppose an even more extravagant case The clouds might 
form themselves into Chinese ideographs before my eyes I might 
be able to read Chmese, and I might find that these ideographs made 
up intelhgible sentences, conveying new information which I could 
verify by subsequent observation Or I rmght find that they stated 
a geometncal theorem %vhich I could follow when it was put before 
me, but could not have discovered for myself Here, again, I should 
have good ground for thinkmg that there was another mind commuiu- 
catmg to me But I could not form the remotest notion of what 
sort of organism it had; and so far as 1 could tell, it might have 
none at all 

In the two cases just considered no body was observed to produce 
the words, but at least the words themselves were perceived by 
hearing or sight. But even this is not essentiaL It might be enough 
if they presented themselves to me m the form of mental imagery, 
auditory or \usual Suppose that a sentence came into my mind in 
this way which conveyed mfonnation entirely new to me, information 
which I could not have mferred from anything I already knew or 
beheved, suppose further that there was nothing in the preceding 
train of thought to suggest it by association Then I should be 
inclmed to think that this image-sentence ivas produced by some 
unconscious process in myselL The sentence might be "there is 
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a WTecked motor car round the next comer/’ Suppose that on 
txrniing the comer 1 did find a wTecked motor car. I should be 
some\\hat astonished, especially if the sentence had been a long and 
circumstantial one (mentioning, say, the colour and make of the 
car, and the number of its number-plate), and was verified in all 
or most of its details. Still, I should stick to the hj'pothesis that it 
was produced by my own unconscious, and should attribute the 
verification to coincidence. But if such things happened to me 
several times, it would be reasonable to consider the hj’pothesis 
that there was another mind, or several, communicating to me 
telepathically. And if e.xperiencesof this sort went on happening, all 
givmg me new information which was subsequently verified, the 
e^^dence might become very strong. 

It appears then that I could conceivably get strong e\’idence of 
the existence of another mind even if there was no obsen.'able 
organism with which such a mind could be connected. This inci- 
dentally is a new and fatal argument against the old Analogical 
Theory w’hich was referred to at the beginning of this paper. For 
that theory maintained that one’s evidence of the existence of other 
minds could only come from obsei^ung foreign bodies which resemble 
one’s own. It is also clear that even when I do obser\’e a fore^ 
body producing the relevant utterances, that body need not be in 
the least hke my own There is no logical absurdity in the hypothesis 
of a rational parrot or a rational caterpillar. And if there was such a 
creature. I could have as good evidence of its rationality as I have 
in the case of my human neighbours; better evidence indeed than 
I can have m the case of a human idiot. There is no a priori reason 
why even vegetable organisms should not give evidence of being 
animated by rational minds, though as it happens they never do 
If the rustlings of the leaves of an oak formed intelligible words 
conveying new mformation to me, and if gorse-bushes made intel- 
ligible gestures, I should have evidence that the oak or the gorse- 
bush vras animated by an mtelligence like my own. 

Here it may be well to consider the case of parrots more closely, 
for they appear to cause some difficulty to my thesis. Parrots do 
make inteUigible utterances. But we do not usually think that they 
are animated by minds like our oira; and some ev’en hold that they 
are not animated at all in the sense in which human bodies are, but 
are simply behavung organisms which respond in a complicated way 
to environmental stimuli. It is true that the utterances of parrots 
do not usually tell us anything new. But it is quite conceivable that 
they might. Suppose that I do hear a parrot make an utterance 
which gives me new information. This certainly giv’os me evidence 
for the existence of a mind someahere, an intelligent mind like my 
own. But I should usually assume that the mind in question does 
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not animate the parrot-organism itself, AVhy should I assume this? 
In default of further evidence, it would be quite unreasonable to 
do so. But, as it happens, I have learned from observation of other 
parrots that when they make intelligible noises they are not, so to 
speak, the oiigmal sources of these noises, but are merely repeating 
the utterances which some human body has made in their neighbour- 
hood Thus, when I receive information from the utterances of this 
parrot, I have reason to think that the mind which is responsible 
for it does not animate the parrot-body itself, but does (or did) 
animate some human body in \those neighbourhood the parrot has 
lived The case is parallel to that of an echo An echo corrung from 
a wall might consist of intelligible noises, and they might give me 
new mformation. But I should not conclude that the wall was 
animated by an intelhgent mind, because I know that walls do not 
spontaneously produce noises of that sort, but only reproduce noises 
which are going on in the neighbourhood The parrot is merely a 
sort of delayed echo. The like holds for gramophones and telephones, 
and possibly also for human sleep-walkers. 

It must, however, be noticed that my reasons for thinking that 
these thmgs are not animated by mteUigent minds are all, so to speak, 
extraneous reasons, drawn from observations falling outside the 
situation itself Suppose one did not have this extraneous informa- 
tion’ one might, for instance, be a savage who understood English 
but had had no previous experience of the behaviour of these 
particular sorts of objects It would then be perfectly reasonable 
to believe that parrots, gramophones, and telephones are animated 
by intelligent rmnds For since the noises they utter are ex hypothesi 
mtelligible and informative, there is evidence for the existence of 
an mteUigent mmd which produced those noises And as one would 
then have no evidence for thinkmg that the production was indirect, 
it would be perfectly reasonable to conclude that the object from 
which the noises emanate was itself directly controlled by the mind 
m question The conclusion, though reasonable, ivould of course be 
mistaken But perhaps we ourselves are sometimes mistaken m 
just the same way For all we can teU, some of the human talkers 
we meet with may be nothing but living gramophones controlled 
by minds not their own Indeed, there is reason to think that some- 
thing of this kind does happen temporarily m hypnosis 

We have seen that one’s evidence of the existence of another mind 
comes from the receiving of information by means of intelligible 
symbols. In the cases hitherto considered the mformation turned 
out to be true, and I discovered this by testing it for myself But it 
is not really necessary that it should be true, nor that I should test 
it. False mformation is just as good, so long as it is mformation. 
Wliat is required is that the utterance should convey something 
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which goes beyond what is already present to my mind, something 
which I did not consciously think of for myself, and which could 
not (so far as I can tell) have been presented to me by some process 
in my own unconscious. A piece of true information which I did 
not previously possess has this “going beyond” character. But a 
piece of outrageous fiction may also have it. Of course some fictions 
are as familiar to me as some truths. These stand on the same footing 
as platitudes, and the hearing or reading of them gives me no 
decisive evidence of the existence of another mind. But when I read 
a novel which I did not write, or hear for the first time a tall story 
which I did not invent, then I do have good evidence for the occur- 
rence of mental acts not forming part of my own mental history. 
These foreign mental acts of which I get endence are primarily acts 
of thinkmg But I can infer that the mind in which they occur must 
also have had perceptual experiences more or less hke my own at 
some tune or other. For one can only make up a fictitious narrative 
by conceiving of universals. and these must have been abstracted 
from perceived mstances. Or if it be said that there are some 
universals which are not abstracted from perceived instances, but 
are known somehow else (innately perhaps?) — viz., such formal or 
categorical umversals as “cause" and “substance” — we may reply 
that no narrative could consist wholly of these. If it is to be a narra- 
tive at all, it must also contain non-categorical universals, such as 
“cat,” “green,” “to the nght of"; and these at any rate must have 
been abstracted from perceived in s tanc es. 

5. I have now tried to show by a number of examples that it is 
the perceiving and understandmg of noises and other symbols which 
gives one evidence for the existence of other minds. I think it is 
clear that the situations I have described do provide evidence for 
this conclusion. But exactly how they do so is not yet clear. Before 
we discuss this question, however, there are three preliininary points 
to be made. 

First, It is necessary to insist that there is nothing recondite about 
this evidence for the existence of other minds. It is not the sort of 
evidence which only philosophers or scientists or other experts can 
discover. Perhaps I have spoken as it it were suddenly presented to 
the notice of an intelligent and reflective adult, who has reached 
years of discretion without ever finding any good reasons for believing 
in the existence of another mind, and now finds some for the first 
time But of course this is not really the position. The evidence I 
have spoken of is available to anyone, however youthful and 
inexperienced, as soon as he has learned the use of language. All 
that IS required is that he should be able to receive information by 
means of words or other qmabols, and that he should be able to 
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distinguish between observing something and being told about it. 
(Perhaps he is not seZZ-conscious until he is able to draw this dis- 
tinction. If so, we may agree with those who say that consciousness 
of self and consciousness of others come into being simultaneously, 
though not with their further contention that consciousness of 
others is a form of acquaintance or intuitive knowledge.) Thus by 
the time that he has reached years of discretion evidence of the 
sort described is exceedingly lamihar to him, httle though he may 
have reflected upon it. 

The second point is more serious. It may be objected that one 
cannot learn to understand language unless one already beheves (or 
knows’) that the noises one hears are produced by a nund other 
than oneself For if not, how would it ever occur to one that those 
queer noises which one hears are symbols at all’ Must one not 
assume from the start that these noises are intended to stand for 
somethmg’ Then, but not otherwTse, one can proceed to discover 
what in particular they stand lor. 

To this I reply, at first it does not occur to one that the noises 
are symbols. One has to discover this for oneself And one discovers 
it by learning to u$e them as symbols in one’s own thinking One 
begms by merely noticing a correlation between a certam type of 
object and a certain type of noise, as one might notice a correlation 
between any other two types of entities which are frequently com- 
bmed, say, thunder and Ughtnmg The correlation is at first far 
from complete, for one sometimes observes the object without 
hearing the noise But gradually one comes to imitate the noise for 
oneself And thus the correlation becomes more nearly complete; 
if no foreign body says “cat” when I see a cat, I shall say "cat” 
myself Thus a strong association is set up in my mind behveen that 
type of noise and that type of object. The next step after this is 
certainly a mysterious one, the more so as it is perhaps not literally 
a “next” step, but merely the continuation and completion of some 
thing which has been going on from the start. But the mystery has 
nothing to do with awareness of other people's intentions It has to 
do with what used to be called the alwtraction of universals from 
particulars We must suppose that all conscious beings have the 
pow'er of recognizing that two or more particulars are similar to 
each other. No consciousness devoid of this pow’er would be of the 
faintest use to its possessor; so it must be assumed that the lower 
animals, if they are conscious at all, can recognize at least some 
sumlanties, namely, those which are important for their biological 
welfare But only some cousaous beings can single out within the 
similar particulars that common factor m respect of which they are 
similar, and can conceive of it in abstraction, that is, at times when 
they are not actually perceiving or remembering any particular of 
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the sort in question. This conceiving of universals in the absence of 
their instances is what we commonly call thinking. And it is for this 
that symbols are required; conversely, noises and the like only 
become symbols in so far as they are used as means to such conceiv- 
ing. For example, I have seen many cats, and for some time I have 
found that the noise "cat” occurs when I see one (whether it is 
uttered by a foreign body or by myself, or by both). I must now 
attend to the common feature of all these objects, and leam to 
associate the noise wdth that. Then, when I hear the noise in future, 
whether uttered by myself or not, it will bring that common feature 
— that universal — before my mind, even if no cat is actually being 
perceived by me When this happens, and not till then, the noise 
"cat” has become a symbol for me The process is very puzzling, 
and I do not profess to have given anything like an adequate account 
of it But whatever difficulties there may be about it, it does not 
seem to presuppose at any stage that one has a prior knowledge of 
other minds, or even a prior belief in their existence. 

Thirdly, a word must be said about so-called Primitive Animism. 
According to some Anthropologists, primitive men take for granted 
that all bodies whatever (or at any rate all striking and noticeable 
ones) are animated by minds; and if this is so, it is plausible to 
suppose that civilized infants do the same. In that case, have we 
not stated our problem the wrong way round? The problem will 
really be 'AVhat leads us to believe that most of the bodies in the 
universe are not animated by minds^” rather than "WTiat leads us 
to believe that certain ones are so animated?” 

This objection is difficult to discuss because the facts are in dis- 
pute. When people say that the savage or the infant is an aniroist, 
they seem to be attributing a kind of philosophical theory to him-— 
a set of explicit and formulated beliefs about the universe. But this 
seems to be an over-rationalization. Beings so primitive and unre- 
flective cannot be accused of subscribing to any kind of ‘‘-ism. 
It would be nearer the mark to say that the savage or the infant 
acts as tf he thought that most of the bodies he meets with are 
animated. But I suspect that even this goes too far. All we can be 
reasonably sure of is that he acts as if he did not distinguish between 
the animate and the inanimate — ^he speaks angrily to the chair-leg 
against which he bumps, or tries a stone for murder' — whereas we 
ourselves treat the animate in one way and the inanimate in another. 
If so, the question is this, what evidence has one got that this 
non-distinguishing treatment, which is observed in savages and 
infants, is unreasonable; what reason is there for thinking that a 
human body differs in some very important way from a rock or 
a tree, or even from a cow? And the evidence is the sort of evidence 

t This IS said to have happened in ancient Athens even in classical tunes 

440 



OUR EVIDENCE FOR THE EXISTENCE OF OTHER MINDS 

already mentioned. Rocks and trees never utter noises which convey 
information to us, nor make informative gestures, and it is exceed- 
mgly doubtful whether cows ever do; but it is certain that human 
bodies do frequently utter informative noises^nd make informative 
gestures 

However, even if it is Kterally true that savages and infants 
hold explicit “animistic" beliefs, this need not worry us. It is just 
a curious psychological fact, if fact it be. It makes no difference to 
the logic of the matter. For the point is, what rsasens has one got 
for belie\ing the proposition that all bodies are animate? And the 
answer is that in the case of human bodies one has strong reasons, 
whereas in the case of other bodies one has not One could perfectly 
well discover this even though one did not start by believing the 
proposition to begin with, as the “Prinutive Animist" is supposed 
to do. The initial beheving. if indeed it occurs, is not a logical pre- 
supposition of the discovery. The evidence for a proposition is 
neither strengthened nor weakened by the fact that I belie\'ed the 
proposition before I began my inquiry. 

6. We may now return to the main argument We have described 
a number of situations in which the perceivmg and understanding 
of symbols gives one evidence of the e-xastence of another mind. 
But how exactly do they provide e\idence for this conclusion > 
Let us confine ourselves for simpliaty to the cases in which the 
evidence comes from the hearing of sounds Two conditions, we have 
seen, must be fulfilled. The first, and most important, is that they 
must have a symbolic character. And they must be symbohc for >««. 
It is obvious that the characteristic of being sjnnholic is a relational 
character. An entity S is only a symbol in so far as it stands for 
some object — whatever the nght analysis of “standing for” may he. 
It is no less obvious, though sometimes forgotten, that the relation 
IS not a simple two-term relation It mvolves at least three terms: 
the entity S. the object O, and in addition a mind or mmds S symbo- 
lizes 0 to someone The relation is more like “to the nght of" than 
It is like “larger than ’’ A is to the r^ht of B from somewhere, from 
a certain himted set of places From other places it is not to the 
right of B, hut to the left of it, or in front of it or behind it. 

But if the hearing or seeing of S, or its presentation to me in the 
form of an image, is to provide me with evidence of the existence 
of another mind, it is not suffiaent that S should symbolize some 
object to someone It must symbolize some object to me. I myself 
must understand it. Otherwise all I know about it is that it is a 
noise or black mark having snch-and-such sensible qualities. It is 
true that if I heard sounds uttered in the Arabic language, which 
I do not understand. I could reasonably conclude to the existence 
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of another mind. But only by analogy. The sounds have some 
similarity to others which are ^mbolic to me; I therefore assume 
that they, too, might come to be symbolic to me if I took the trouble. 

Secondly, it is essential, I think, that the sounds should symbolize 
to me something frita or false. They must propound proposiU'cns 
to me. It is not, however, necessary that they should have the gram- 
matical form of a statement. A single word may propound a propo- 
sition. Thus the word ‘'snake” may be equivalent to “there is a 
snake in the immediate neighbourhood.” Again, the phrase “the 
bus” may be equivalent to “the bus is now' approaching." ilust 
the proposition propounded be such that I can iesi it, whether in 
fact I do test it or not? It must certainly be such that I know what 
the world would be like if it were true. Otherwise X have not under- 
stood the symbols for me they are not symbols at all. But it is not 
necessary that I should be able to discover by direct obsers'ation 
that the world is in fact like that, or is not. Otherwise 1 could not 
understand statements about the remots past, whereas actually 
I can understand them perfectly well. 

The third condition is the one which we have already emphasized. 
The noises must not only be sjunbolic to me; they must give me 
information. The proposition which they propound roust be new 
to me. That is, it must be new to me as a whole, though of course 
its constituents and their mode of combination must be familiar 
to me. otherwise I do not understand the utterance. If it is not 
netv (f.e. new as a whole) the noises do still give e\idence of the 
occurrence of a mental act other than the present act which under- 
stands them, and even of a mental act which is in a sense “foreign.’ 
But as w'e have seen, it might conceix'ably be an unconscious mental 
act of my own. And this greatly diminishes the e\idential \*alue of 
the utterance. 

Now suppose these conditions are fulfilled. I hear noises which 
are symbolic to me; they propound to me something true or false; 
and what they propound is new to me. For instance, I hear the 
noises ‘‘here is a black cat” at a time when I do not myself see the 
Cat and was not expecting it to appear. How' exactly does tins 
situation provide me wath ewdence of the existence of anoth^ 
mind? (It is well to insist once agam that evidence, not proof, is 
all that can be demanded.) 

It might be said. I have direct access to a number of cognitive 
acts by my own introspection. I find that these acts are usually 
accompanied by noises, audible or imaged. Moreover, I find 
introspection that an act directed upon one sort of object, e.g. a cat, 
is usually accompanied by one sort of noise; and that an act directed 
upon another sort of object, e.g. blackness, is usually accompanied 
by another sort of noise. Thus there is a correspondence bet^veen 
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the noises and the acts Difierences in the noises are accompanied 
by differences in the “direction” of the acts. When the object of the 
act is complex, I usually find a corresponding complexity in the 
noise If H, usually accompanies an act directed upon 0, and 
usually accompames an act directed upon 0,, then I find that the 
complex noise is usually accompanied by an act directed upon 
the complex object OiO, And the structure of the complex noise 
(the ^s•ay the constituent noises are arranged) vanes with the structure 
of the object-complex upon which the accompanjdng act is directed. 
In this way, it may be said, I know from introspection that when 
the noise-complex “here is a black cat" occurs it is usually accom- 
panied by a specific sort of cognitive act, namely, by the seeing 
and recognizmg of a black cat. But this time it cannot have been 
a cognitive act of my own, for I was not seemg any black cat at the 
time when the noise-complex occurred It must therefore have been 
a foreign cogmtive act, an act extraneous to myself, and therefore 
presumably fornung part of the history of some other mind. 

However, such an account of the matter is not altogether satis- 
factory. The relation between the noises and the mental acts is 
really much more intimate than this. It is not a mere accompanying 
If it were, the noises would not be functioning as symbols. When I 
am thinkitig I am always aware of sjTubols of some sort or another. 
But they do not just occur along with the thinking. The occurrence 
of them, whether in a sensible or an imaged form, is an integral part 
of the thinking itself One might even define thinking as awareness 
by means of symbols Perhaps, mdeed, I can/xrcejw without symbols. 
But in fact symbols usually are present to my mmd in perceiving 
as w ell. And if they are present, again they do not merely accompany 
the perceivmg. They enable me to analyse what I perceive, to 
recognize and classify the vanous factors in it, so that the perceivmg 
turns into what phfiosophers call perceptual judgment, a piece of 
intelhgent or thoughtful perceiving 

Thus the argument should be restated as follo^vs I know from 
introspection that noises of this sort frequently function as tnstru~ 
ments to a certain sort of mental act (not merely accompany it) 
Therefore they are probably functioning as instruments to an act 
of that sort in the present case. But in the present case the act is 
not mine. 

But there is still a further amendment to be made. There is a 
sense m which the noises are functioning as symbolic mstruments 
to a mental act of my own. For after aU, I do understand them. 
It is true that I am not seeing the black cat But I do entertam the 
thought that a black cat is in the neighbourhood. And I think thig 
by means of the noises that I hear. But if the noises are m any 
Actioning as instruments to a mental act of my own, what need 
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have I to suppose that there is also some other mental act— some 
foreign one — to which they are instrumental? 

To clear up this point, we must distinguish two different ways in 
which symbols can be instrumental to cognitive acts. We must 
distinguish spontaneous thinking from imposed thinking. In the 
present case, my entertaining of the thought that there is a black 
cat in the room is imposed by the noises which I hear. ^Vhat causes 
me to use these noises as symbols is the noises themselves, or rather 
my hearing of them. When I hear them, they arouse certain cognitive 
dispositions in me (dispositions arising from my learning of English, 
U’hich are there whether X h'ke it or not) ; and the result is that I 
am forced to use them for the entertaining of a certain determinate 
thought, one which but for them I should not on this occasion have 
entertained. 

But how did these noises happen to present themselves to me? 
I did not originate them, either consciously, or-— so far as I can 
discover — unconsciously either. And how did they happen to be 
arranged in just that way? They are so arranged that they make 
up a whole which is for me a single complex symbol, symbolizing 
something true or false about the world. That is how they manage 
to impose an act of thought upon me, which many of the noises 
I hear do not, striking and complicated though they be. How 
this remarkable combination of events come about? How is it that 
each of the noises was for me a symbol, and howis it, moreover, that 
they were so combined as to make a single complex symbol, symbol* 
izing something true or false? Well, I know from my o^vn experience 
how it might have happened, because I know what happens in 
spontmsous thinking. In the spontaneous acts of thinking which 
introspection reveals to me, noises often function as synnbolic instru- 
ments. And when they do, they are not usually found in isolation. 
They are ordered into complexes, each of which is symbolic as a 
whole and signifies something true or false. It would not be correct 
to say that I find two acts occurring at once: on the one hand, an 
act of spontaneous thinking, on the other an act of spontaneously 
producing symbols and ordering them into a symbol-complex which 
is true or false as a whole. What happens is that the producing of 
the significant symbol-complex occurs *n the process of performing 
the spontaneous act of thinking. Sometimes this spontaneous act 
of thinking is concerned with something which I am perceiving. It 
is then a so-called perceptual judgment. 

Thus I can now guess how the noises which I hear have come 
about, and how they have come to he such and so arrang^ that 
I am made to use them as instruments for an act of imposed thinking. 
For I know by introspection that jost such noises, and just such an 
arrangement of them, are often produced in the course of acts o 

444 



OUR EVIDENXE FOR THE EXISTENCE OF OTHER SIINDS 

spontaneous thinking. This makes it likely that here, too, they ere 
produced in the course of an act of spontaneous thinking. But in 
this case no spontaneous thinking of that particular sort ^vas occur- 
ring in myself. Therefore in this case the spontaneous act of thinVing 
must have been a foreign act, occurring in some other mind. If the 
noises are "here xs a black cat,” the act was probably a perceptual 
judgment, occasioned by the peitti\Tng of a black cat. But if on 
investigating the matter for mysell I find no black cat, the e\'idence 
for a foreign act of thinking still stands. (As we pointed out earlier, 
false information is just as e\’idenhal as true.) Only I shall then 
have to conclude that this act of thmlciTig \vas not a perceptual 
judgment after all, but a piece of fiction-making or story-telling. 

In this instance the noi-e-complex was already familiar to me as 
a whole. 1 have often seen black cats and said to mjself “here is 
a black cat.” But this is not always so. When I hear a complex noise 
and find mpelf Uiing it as an instrument for an act of imposed 
thinking, it frequentl) happens that the complex as a whole is one 
which I am not f amili ar mtii. Thus the noise-complex, "the steward 
of Common-Room keeps a tame mongoose.” may be one which 
I have never mj'self made tbe of in an act of spontaneous thinking. 
Still, if I hear it, it will impose an act of thmking on me; not less 
so if I am sure that what I am being made to think of is fabe And 
it will accordingly provide me with evidence of a foreign act of 
spontaneous thinkin g This is because I often have used the cons/dH- 
ents of the noise-complex m the course of my own spontaneous 
thinkings, for instance the noises "mongoose” and "steward” and 
"Common-Room.” Moreover, although this actual combmation of 
noises is new to me, the manner of combination, the structure which 
the noise-complex has, is perfectly familiar. I have often used it 
mysell in the course of my spontaneous thinkings Thus the noise- 
complex as a whole functions as a sjunbol for me, and imposes an 
act of thinking on me, even though I ha\'e never made use of it in 
any of my own spontaneous thmkmgs. 

7. We must now raise certain general questions about this ail- 
ment for the existence of other iiunds. Though very different in 
detail from the one used by the old Analogical Theorj’, it is clearlj' 
an argument from analog^’. The fonn of the argument is situations 
a and b resemble each other m reflect of a characteristic C,, situa- 
tion a aLo has the characteristic C,; therefore situation b probably 
has the characteristic likewise The noises I am now aware of 
closely resemble certain ones which I have been aware of before (in 
technical phraseology*, they are tokens of the same type), and the 
resemblance covers both their qualities and their manner of combina- 
tion Those which 1 was aware of before functioned as symbols m 
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acts of spontaneous thinking. Therefore these present ones probaWy 
resemble them in that respect too; they too probably function as 
instruments to an act of spontaneous thinking, which in this case 

is not my 0%^. ^ . h- v 

But the argument is not only analogical. The hypothesis wmoh 
it seeks to establish may also be considered in another way. It 
provides a simple explanation of an otherwise mysterious set of 
occurrences. It explains the curious fact that certain noises no 
originated by me nevertheless have for me a symbolic character, 
and moreover are combined in complexes which are symbolic for 
me as wholes (i.e. propound propositions). Many varieties of soun 
occur in the world, and of these only a relatively small proportion 
are symbolic for me. Those which are symbolic for me can occur m 
a variety of combinations, and the number of mathematic^y 
possible combinations of them is very large; of these combinations 
only a small proportion “make sense," that is, result m nois^ 
complexes which are symbolic for me os wholes. But if there is 
another mind which uses the same s)mibols as 1 do and com m 
them according to the same principles, and if this mind 
these noises in the course of an act of spontaneous thinlong^, c 
I can account for the occurrence of these noises, and for the ac 
that they are combined in one of these mathematically-impro a 
combinations. \\Tien I say that these facts are o 

“accounted for” by our hypothesis, I mean that if the h}^ es 
is true these facts are instances of a rule which is ^ady kno^ 
hold good in a large number of instances. The rule is, that spro 
ally-functioning noises combmed in symbolically-functioning co 
binations are produced in the course of acts of 
thinking; and the instances in which it is already known to o 
good have been presented to me by introspection. _ 

It may be objected by some that the hypothesis is wo 
because it is unvenfiable. Accordingly it may be said that it as n 
explanatory power at all, nor can any argument (analogical or o 
do anything to increase its probability. For being unveima e, 
is nonsensical; that is, the words which purport to formula e i 
not really formulate anything wluch could conceivably be rue 
even false. .1. 

Now it is true that the hypothesis of the existence of other ^ 

is “unveriliable” in a very narrow sense of that word, 
verifying a proposition entails observing some event or si ^ 
which makes it true. I cMnot observe another mind or its acts ^ 
extrospective acquaintance is possible, which there is 
beHeve it is. But the hypothesis is a perfectly conceivable on, 
the sense that I know very well what the world woidd have 
hke if the hypothesis were true — ^what sorts of entities there 
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be in it, and what sort of events must occur in them. I know from 
mtrospection what acts of thinking and percehnng are, and I know 
what it is for such acts to he combined into the unity of a single 
mind (however difficult it may be to give a satisfactorj' philosophical 
theory of such unity). Moreover, the hypothesis ts verifiable in what 
15 called the "weak” sense I know what it would be like to find 
evidence to support it, because I have in fact found a great deal 
of eNudence which does support it; and this evidence can be increased 
ivithout assignable Unfit. It seems to me to be a mistake to demand 
that all the different t^pes of hypothesis should be verifiable in the 
same manner WTiat is to be demanded is, first, that the hypothesis 
should be conceivable (otherwise certainly it is nonsense) , and 
secondly that it should be verifiable or refutable in its own appro- 
priate manner, in accordance with the methods suitable to that 
particular sort of subject-matter. 

However, it is instructive to ask what one would be left with if 
one refused to entertain the hypothesis of the existence of other 
minds on the ground of its unvenfiabdity. It would still remain 
the case that one thinks by means of symbols. Further, the distinc- 
tion between spontaneous and imposed thinking would still hold 
good Nor could one possibly deny that in imposed thinking one 
acquires information which one did not possess before. It is a rock- 
bottom fact, and one must accept it uhate>er philosophy one holds, 
that the thinking imposed by heard or seen symbols enlarges one’s 
consciousness of the world far beyond the narrow limits to which 
one's otvii perception and one’s own spontaneous thinkmg would 
confine it ‘ An extreme empiricist must accept this fact like anj’one 
else But the purity of his principles prevents him from attempting 
any explanation of it, since they force him to conclude that the 
hy’pothesis of other minds is nonsensical So he must just be content 
to accept the fact itself Or perhaps he may say what I mean by' 
asserting that there are other minds is simply this fact, that my own 
consciousness of the world is constantly being enlarged by the 
heanng of noises and the seeing of marks which are symbolic to me, 
and by the consequent acts of imposed thin kin g which go on m me, 
so that "y’ou” is just a label for certain pieces of information which 
I get in this fashion, and “Jones” is a label for certain other pieces 
of information, and so on. In that case he, too, can admit that there 
are other minds. Indeed, he can say it is a certainty that there are, 

• Here may note that even the most r^oroas course of Cartesian doubt 
requires the use of symbols One cannot doubt without sjTnbols to bring 
before one's mind the proposition which is to be doubted And philosophical 
doubt, which is concerned with complicated and h^hly abstract matters, is 
scarcely conceivable without the use of verbal symbols We may conjecture 
that Descartes himself conducted his doubt m French, with some admnctnre 
of T.atin 
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and not merely (as we have suggested) a hypothesis for which there 
is strong evidence. But obviously he is giving a very strange sense 
to the phrase "other minds,” a sense utterly different from the one 
which he gives to the phrase "my o\vn mind.” 

If I am right, there is no need to go to such lengths. One has 
evidence of the existence of other minds in the ordinary literal 
sense of the word "mind,” the sense in which one applies the word 
to oneself. Nevertheless, the argument I have offered does have 
its sceptical side. Any mind whose existence is to be established by 
it must be subject to certain restrictive conditions, which follow 
from the nature of the argument itself. In the first place, it must use 
symbols which I can understand; and I shall only be able to do this 
if I am able to use them myself. It is true that I may be able to guess 
that certain noises or marks are symbolic even if I cannot myself 
understand them. But this, as we have seen, is because they have 
a fairly close resemblance to other noises or marks which I do under- 
stand. If I never understood any of the noises or marks which I 
hear or see. I should have no evidence for the existence of other 


minds. (Strictly speaking we ought to add "tactual data” as well. 
They, too, may be symbols for the person who feels them, as the 
case of Helen Keller shows ) 

There is a second restriction of great importance: any mind 
W’hose existence is to be established by an argument must be a^va^e 
of the same world as I am aware of. It must be such that the world 
which I am aware of is public to me and to it, common to both of us. 
This restriction really follows from the first. Unless the foreign 
symbols refer to objects which I too am aware of they %vill not be 
for me symbols at ^ These public entities need not be sense-data. 
Sense-data might still be private, as many philosophers hold. It 
might even be, as some hold, that the sense-datum analysis of 
perception is mistaken from beginning to end, and that sensing is 
not a cognitive process at all, but is merely the being in a certain 
state ("seeing bluely,” or the like). But still, if I am to have evidence 
of your existence, there must be publicity somewhere. Somehow or 
other we must both have access to one and the same world; if not 


by sensing, then by some other form of consciousness which sensing 
makes possible. Suppose this was not so. Suppose that there is 
another mind which is not a^vare of the same world which I am 
aw'are of, and suppose that it somehow produces noises which I 
hear or marks which I see. When it makes these noises, obviously 


I shall not have the faintest idea what it is talking about. How can 
I, since ex hypothesi the noises do not refer to any objects which I 


am aware of? But this is equivalent to saying that I have no reason 
whatever for thinking that it is talking at all. And so I shall have 
no reason whatever for believing that it exists, or even for suspecting 
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that it does. The noises which I hear, even though in fact they state 
the profoundest truths, will be for me mere noises, like the soughing 
of the wind or the roaring of waves. 

It appears, then, that any evidence which I can have of the exis- 
tence of another mind must also be evidence that the other mind is 
aware of the same world as I am aware of myself. Philosophers have 
sometimes suggested that each mind perhaps hves in a private 
world of its own. Probably no one believes this. But some people 
have been worried by the suggestion. They have suspected that 
though incredible it could not be rationally refuted, and have had 
recourse to mysterious acts of faith to get them out of their diffi- 
culty. But the difficulty does not exist, for this speculation of 
philosophers is nothing but a baseless fancy. The theory is such that 
there could not conceivably be any evidence in favour of it. Any 
relevant eNndence one can get is bound from the nature of the case 
to teU against it Any evidence that I can get of your existence is 
bound also to be evidence that you do not live in a private world, 
but in the public world which is common to all intelligences, or at 
least to all those which can have any good reason to believe in one 
another's existence 

Another and less welcome restriction which our argument imposes 
concerns the minds of the lower animals It is commonly held that 
the lower animals do not use symbols Now this may be an over- 
statement. Possibly some of the higher vertebrates do use them on 
some occasions It may be that some of their cries have a symbolic 
character (though they would be extremely vague and ambiguous 
symbols), and some of their bodily movements and postures may 
constitute a crude kind of gesture-language. If this is so, then our 
evidence for consaousness in them is the same m kind as oux evidence 
for the consciousness of our human neighbours, though it is very 
much smaller m extent. But there is no reason to suppose that snails 
and oysters speak, even m the widest sense of the W'ord “speak," 
or that anyone has ever received information from a caterpillar; 
not that there is any a pnort reason why these things should not 
happen (cf our remarks on parrots above), but so far as we know 
they do not Hoivever, these are empincal questions oi Natural 
History, which do not concern me I only wish to insist that if the 
lower animals do not use symbols — ssnnbols which w e can understand 
and which convey mformation to us — then our evidence for the 
existence of animal mmds is different m kind, and not merely in 
degree, from our evidence for the existence of human mmds. It can 
only be evidence of a teleological sort, derived from observation of 
their bodily behaviour Much of the behaviour of animal bodies 
has an apparently purposive character, and suggests that they are 
moved by wishes and are adapting means to preconceived ends. 
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But it is not easy to say how strong this evidence is. How are we 
to distinguish between genuine purposiveness and mere de facto 
conduciveness to certain results, say to the survival of the animal 
or its species? The movements of the cat in the presence of a mouse 
are such as to increase the probability that the mouse will be caught. 
But is there more in the situation than this ? Is it at all clear that 
the cat xiishes to catch the mouse, and consciously controls its 
movements in accordance with this msh? Moreover, we find the 
same appearances of purposiveness in plants. We also find it in all 
sorts of biological phenomena which no one supposes to be under 
conscious control: in the anatomical structure of everj’ type of 
organism, in the mutually co-ordinated growth of its parts, in the 
circulation of the blood, and in countless other cases. If once we 
start assuming that wherever there is purposiveness there is mind, 
we shall end with a most unplausible and extravagant form of 
Ahtalism; every organism, even the humblest vegetable, will have 
to be endowed with an intelligence— an intelligence far exceeding 
our own in its scientific knowledge and its inventive capacity. 

I shall not pursue these questions further. Perhaps the difficulties 
which I have mentioned can be met. I only wished to point out that 
when communication by means of symbols is lacking, the existence 
of foreign minds carmot be established in any simple or straight- 
forward way, -or if it can, it looks as if the word "mind” would ha^e 
to be used in a sense somewhat different from that which it has 
when applied to beings who do communicate by means of symbob. 
(Cf. the difficulties which arise concerning "unconscious mind” m 
ourselves.) Thus, when Descartes maintained that human beings 
are conscious but the Ipwer arumals are not, this theory was by no 
means a foolish one, though it may be mistaken. Certainly there was 
no logical inconsistency in it. Our reasons for attributing conscious- 
ness to other human beings are radically different from our reasons 
(such as they are) for attributing it to the lower animals. Only he 
seems to have dia\vn the line in the wrong place. The line should 
really be d^a^vn between those beings who use symbols and those 
who do not. If any animals do use symbols, they come above it, 
and if any iuman beings do not, they /all hslow it, even though 
they happen to walk on two legs. 

8. My argument for the existence of other minds is an argument 
from language (in a Avide sense of that word). It may, however, be 
objected that I have considered only the infowiative fimction o 
language But of course language is not merely informative. It also 
has what is called an emoUve function. This again may be subffivided. 
In so far as it gives vent to the wnotional or conative attitude of 
the speaker — gives vent to it, not describes it — language may be 
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called expressive. In so far as it is deagned to arouse the emotions 
of others, or to influence their actions, it may be called eiocative. 
Now many would hold that in the language of everj’day life (and 
it is this, not the language of science or philosophy, which concerns 
our present inquiry), the emotive function is quite as important as 
the informative, or, indeed, much more so. Would it not be very 
naive to suppose that the main point of everyday language is to 
say things which are true or false? The main point of it surely is 
to express one's emotions and wishes, and to evoke those of others. 
Is it not this which makes language a social instrument? Or rather, 
since the word "instrument'* suggests something which might 
conceivably be dispensed with and replaced by a substitute, let us 
say that language is the basis of society — a society is a set of minds 
which talk to one another. The contention then is that what makes 
it so is pnmarily its emotive function Thus many who would agree 
that one’s evidence for the existence of other minds comes from the 
perceiving and understanding of symbols would nevertheless com- 
plam that I have been approaching the problem from the wTong 
end For I have been considering only the informative function of 
language, whereas according to them it is the emotive function 
which is of primary importance 

Now, of course, I agree that in any complete account of the nature 
and function of language great attention must be paid to the emotive 
side But I am not concerned in this essay to suggest a theory of 
language, nor even the barest sketch of one. I am concerned simply 
with an epistemological problem' how the understanding of language 
gives each of us reason to believe in the existence of other minds. 
And for this purpose only the informative function of language is 
relevant The reason for is that one’s access to another mmd is 
not direct One gets access to it indirectly fay vray of the objects 
which the other mmd and oneself are aware of in common If w e like 
to speak of a "social relation" between one trund and another, then 
my contention is that this relation involves three terms, not two. 
It involves not merely the two minds, but also some object which 
they are both aware of Or again since I am never directly acquamted 
wvlVi ■a.TiotSieT mind , my evidewte fes \ts exislente cam oriy b* ewdewce 
for the existence of something satisfyii^ a certain description , and 
the description must always contain a reference to some object or 
objects which we are aware of m common 

This primacy of the object is w'hat makes the emotive function 
of language irrelevant to our present inquiry, however important 
it may be in other connections Indeed, it is worse than irrelevant. 
If we allow it to intrude, we shall be involved m a vicious circle. 
For one can only understand the emotive aspect of an utterance 
(m that sense of the word "understand" which is here appropriate) 
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if one has already got reason to think that the utterance was pro- 
duced by a foreign mind. Once I have found out, by other means, 
that the foreign mind is there, I can get evidence that it has certain 
emotions and certain intentions, and I can discover certain rules 
for correlating these emotions and intentions with certain tones of 
voice and turns of phrase, as will be explained presently. But the 
evidence that it is there comes from the informative side of its 
utterances. 

For what is the altemativ’e? WTien people inainfain that it is the 
emotive element in language which gives us our evudence for the 
existence of other minds, bow are they going to work out thic sugges- 
tion in detail ’ I think they must say that tone of \*oice, and likewise 
bodily bearing and facial conformation, directly convey to me the 
existence of foreign emotions and volitions. It is not enough to say 
that these features of utterances or of organisms “express” emotions 
or volitions, though doubtless thej' do Your tone of \*oice may be 
ever so expressive But the point is, how am I to discover that it 
IS expressive, and what in particular it is expressive of? \\'hy should 
I not be content to notice that the noise which thig body utters has 
a p^uliar raucous quahty like the grating of a wheel, or a soft 
flowing quality like the sound of running water? And these fadal 
grimaces — what makes me think that they are more than curious 
visible changes, like the flickering of a flame? Xo doubt these 
particular qualities of \’ocaJ noises do have what one may call a 
moving character. They give me so to speak a psycho-phjaical shake; 
and one may well suppose that the human oiganism has an innate 
tendenc}’ to be spectaJly moved by them. But the fact that I m^-seli 
am stirred by hearing a certain noise gives me no ground for inferring 
ti^t someone else is feeling an emotion. Even if the emotion to 
wmch I am stirred happens to be just like the emotion which you 
rit when you uttered the noise, this does not help. It is not enough 
that there should in fact be a foreign mental state whidi my own 
mental state resembles — if indeed it does. For the question is, how 
am I to discover that there is this foreign mental state? So far this 
question has not been answered, 

I can Only think of one way in which it could be answered by those 
w o hold that one’s primary evidence for the existence of other 
minds comes from the emotive element in language. They must have 
^ourse to a theory of “direct conveyance,” as suggested above. 

hey must say that the tone of av’oice or the momentary configura- 
tion of a face enables me to be directly aicare of the occurrence of 
a foreign emotion or volition. That is, they will have to hold that the 
experiencing of such-and-such auditory or xusual qualities releases 
in me a certain cogmtive capacity which cannot otherwise be exer- 
cised: a capacity for apprehending other minds, or their states, 
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intuitiTely and immediately. They smuggle in this direct revelation 
under cover of the \TOrd “e.xpressive,” and so make their theory 
seem less paradoxical than it is. For it is really ]'iist a form of the 
Intuitive Theory’, \rhich was diseased earlier in this essay. The 
contention is that certain auditory or visual espenences — snch as 
the hearing of a raucous tone of voice or the seeing of a facial grimace 
— enable me to perform an act of extrotpedhe aaiuairJar.ee whose 
object is a foreign emotion or volition- Perhaps the Intnitive Theory 
is more plausible in this form than in some others Bnt it is still 
open to fatal objections How is it that I can be deceived by the 
voice or behaviour of an actor, who expresses emotions which he 
does not actually feel, or for that matter by ordinary everyday 
hypocris}’^ ifight there not be a mo\-mg waxwork whose face 
made lifelike grimace, and which uttered noises in an angry tone 
of voice? 

It appears then that important as the emotive element in language 
may be, it cannot provide one with one’s evidence for the existence 
of other minds. But it sail remains to ask how one does learn that 
other minds experience emotions and vobtions. The e\idence »o far 
considered, derived from the informative side of language, shows 
only that they are percipients and thinkers. In other words, how 
does one learn that there is an emotive element in most or all of 
the utterances which one bears and understands, and likewise in 
writing and gesture’ 

Let us first consider utterances expressive of vohnons. How do 
I get my evidence that other minds e.tpenence volitions ’ It is because 
I first get evidence that they are entertaining certain thoughts, and 
then find that the objective world is bemg altered in such a way as 
to conform to those thoughts. For instance, 1 am seemg a door 
and I notice that it is opeiL I then hear the words “that the door has 
got to be shut " At present, we are assummg, the expresnve element 
in language conveys nothmg to me (vve are trying to explam by 
what process it comes to do so) So at pr^nt I can make nothing 
of the words “has got to,’’ nor yet of the determined tone in which 
they are said. It is just a cunous auditory’ quahty which the noises 
have. But I can understand the words “that door’’ and "be shut,” 
both of which refer to certam objective entitiK which I am aware 
of' the one to a certam material thmg which I observe, the other to 
an objective universal which I am familiar with Thus they bring 
before my mind a proposition, the proposition “the door is shut.’’ 
Now this 15 a piece of mfonnation. It tells me something new which 
I did not beheve before , I did not believe it before, because I beheved 
the contrary’, and mdeed I still do So far, then. I have merely 
received a piece of faBe mfotmation; still it is information, and 
therefore gives me evidence of the esostence of a foreign mind which 
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is holding a false belief, or at least entertaining a false proposition. 
But now a curious thing happens. The organism from which the 
utterance emanated proceeds to move in such a way that the door 
ts shut. The situation is so altered that the information which was 
false before is now made true. Here, then, I have got evidence of 
the occurrence of a foreign thought which affects the objective uorld. 
There was a thought with which the objective state of affairs did 
not correspond; and immediately afterwards the objective state of 
affairs is altered so that it does correspond with this thought. Appar- 
ently this thought has somehow brought about its own verification. 
It was false when first uttered, but it has altered the situation in 
such a way as to make itself true. 

Normally this alteration comes about by the intermediation oi 
certain movements in the organism from which the utterances 
proceeded ; it gets up and shuts the door. But even if I observed 
no organism, I could stiU get evidence of the existence of a 
foreign volition Let us reconsider our previous instance of a 
disembodied voice Suppose I heard such voice saying, "Let there 
be a thunderstorm"; and suppose there promptly was a thunder- 
storm, although hitherto there had been no sign that any such 
event w’as bkely to happen (the sl^, we will assume, was perfectly 
dear at the moment when the utterance occurred). And suppose 
that there were many mstances of this sort of thing; many occasions 
when this voice made an utterance conveying a proposition which 
was false at the time, but was followed by an objective change which 
verified it — a surprising change, which no previously observable 
feature in the situation made probable. I should then have good 
evidence lor thinking that the voice proceeded from a foreign thinker 
whose thoughts could directly alter the objective wx»rld. Such 
"telekinetic” action of unembodied minds does not in fact 
happen. But there is no logical absurdity in it. And it is no more 
difficult to understand how a mind can directly cause changes in 
the atmosphere than to understand how it can directly cause 
changes in an organism, which after all is only a complex material 
object. 

We now see how one discovers that certain utterances are expres- 
sive of vohtions If one is to discover this, the utterance which 
expresses the volition must also have an informative side. It must 
among other things propound a proposition, one which is at the 
moment false. I learn that it is expressive of a volition because of 
the effects by which it is followed. And when I recognize that a 
sentence is expressive of a volition without actually observing the 
physical change which fulfils it, I do so by noticing that it resembles 
other utterances which have been observed to have such effects. It 
resembles them in respect of tone of voice, or in grammatical structure 
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(by containing verbs in the imperative mood), or in respect of tbe 
gestures uhich accompany it. So I conclude that it, bke them, is 
probably followed by an objective change which verifies it. 

Thus it is quite WTong to suppose that the utterance “directly 
conveys" a foreign volition. There is no question of an iimnediate 
and mfaliible revelation, giving me direct insight into the vohtion 
of another person. The "conveying” is a misleading name for an 
induction which I have to do lor myself, by observing that noises 
uttered in a certain tone of voice are frequently follow ed by ob j ective 
changes which verify the propositions they propound. 

Let us now turn to utterances expressive of emotion. Emotions 
are intimately related to thinking on the one hand, to action on the 
other; and m virtue of these two relations, they are also intimately 
related to the objective world. Every emotion mcludes some think- 
ing, and this thinking is not a mere accompaniment, but is an 
integral part of the emotion itself The thinking may consist in 
holding a false behef, as when one is afraid of a purely imaginary 
danger. But even so, certain objective universals must be present 
to the mind; else there could be no belief, not even a false one I 
may be afraid of a lion outside a door, when in fact there is no hon 
ivithin miles But in order to have this “groundless” fear, I must 
conceive of Itonhood and oulstdeness. It follows that any utterance 
which completely expresses an emotion must also propound a 
proposition, true or false. If someone sa>s in a horror-struck voice, 
“Oh' a snake’” he is incidentally making a statement which gives 
me information, the inlormation is, that there is a snake in tbe 
immediate neighbourhood. But how do I learn that the tone m 
which he speaks is a tone of horror’ I answer, I learn it inductively. 
I discover by repeated observation that when an object is spoken 
of in that tone of voice, certain consequences are hable to follow 
The objective situation is liable to change in a remarkable manner. 
The relation between the snake and the organism from which the 
noise proceeded does not usually remain W’hat it was. The noise- 
making organism runs away, or strikes the snake wnth a stick. So 
when I hear that tone of voice again I conclude that such objective 
consequences are again likely to occur. We have seen that such 
utterances do propound propositions, and so give evidence of the 
occurrence of a foreign thought But I have now found that when 
the utterance is m that tone of voice the foreign thought in question 
is a iefideiicious thought, one which tends to change the objective 
world in certam ways And I can correlate difierences m tone of 
voice (and in gesture or facial configuration) wath different sorts 
of objective changes which are liable to follow’. Thus I distinguish 
different sorts of tendencious thoughts, one tending to the avoidance 
of the object which the thoi^ht refers to. another tending to the 
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pursuit of it, another to the destruction of it, and so on. And these 
are the different emotional attitudes. 

It follow’s, and indeed is obvious in any case, that emotional 
attitudes and volitions are closely connected. Nevertheless, they are 
not expressed by the same sort of utterance. I discover that an 
utterance expresses a volition when I find that though false at the 
moment of its occurrence it results in an objective change which 
brings the facts into conformity with it. But utterances expressing 
emotions are related to subsequent objective changes in a more 
complex way than this. The objective change which follows varies 
%vith the specific quality of the utterance. This is not surprising. 
There is only one way of willing — setting yourself to bring into 
being the objective situation which you have thought of. But there 
are many different kinds of emotional attitude; one leads you to 
alter the objective world in one way, another in another way. 

There are, however, certain emotional attitudes which appear cot 
to influence conduct at all, and so do not affect the objective world; 
for instance, emotions about the past. How am I to discover that 
an emotion of this sterile kind is occurring in a foreign mind? The 
utterance which expresses it ^vill indeed propound a proposition to 
me, and so give me eridence of the occurrence of a foreign thought. 
But it may seem that in this case the thought has no tendencious- 
ness about it To this I reply that if the foreign utterance really does 
express an emotion (and of course hypocrisy is always possible), 
then the thought of which it gives evidence is tendencious, though 
in rather a different way. Let us consider an emotion directed upon 
a historical character. Suppose that a man admires the Emperor 
Valentinian I If he does, his thinking about that emperor does 
have effects, effects which it would not have if instead of admiring 
he disapproved of him. It does not affect the thinker’s actions, but 
it does affect the course of his subsequent thoughts, and this will 
be revealed by subsequent utterances. We shall find, for instance, 
that he tends to talk about the good qualities of his hero rather 
than the bad ones’ say, about his military efficiency rather than bis 
atrocious bad temper. If we do not find this, W’e shall suspect that 
bis utterance did not express emotion at ail, but w’as merely a piect 
of hypocrisy. Thus in these cases the tendencious character of the 
thinking lies in the selective control which it exercises upon later 
thinkings, in directing the thinker’s attention upon one set of facts 
rather than another, and even causing him to ignore certain facts 
altogether. Thus w’e may say that in these cases, as in the others, 
the emotion reveals itself by its tendency to affect one's subsequent 
relations wth objects: only “objects’* must be understood to include 
thinkable objects as well as perceived ones, and “relations” must 
cover cognitive relations as well as practical ones. 
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pRoTESSon J. L. STOCKS 
V 

We may look at the relation of wiil and motive from another side 
as follows: WUl, we have said, is an individual response to an indi- 
vidual situation Like the situation itself, it is not a fixed thing 
persisting through change, but involved in a continuous flow of 
change, re-adapting itself constantly in one respect or another to 
recognized changes of circumstance It can have no more immuta- 
bihty than circumstance, and if it is not to be left behind in the march 
of events and become old-fashioned, it should have the capacity 
for the same rapidity of change Now motives also change, but in 
a different way. First one motive operates, then another, as circum- 
stance stimulates different inclinations or dispositions, now fear, 
now curiosity, now love, now hate are aroused separately and 
together. Thus motives, as influences on action, come and go but 
in themselves they seem more stable Cowardice, avarice, generosity, 
personal love, and hatred are at least deep-rooted tendencies capable 
of infinite repetition in action, and it is to such tendencies that we 
most often appeal m alleging a motive for an action They are all 
tendencies to act in certain ways and therefore they are tendencies 
of will If an avaricious man is to act generously or a coward to act 
bravely, we think of him as having first to overcome something in 
himself which drives him in the contrary direction. There is postu- 
lated a discord and rebellion in the will itself, a struggle between 
two wills — or we may say the will is tryii^ to overcome its own bad 
habits Now such tendencies and habits of will are all summed up 
(and perhaps more besides) m the word character What the avari- 
cious man or coward has to overcome in such a case is nothing less 
his own character And character is thought of as somethmg 
capable of change and development indeed, but also as constant and 
compelling, and often as fomui^ with drcumstance the determining 
cause of human action 

Looked at m this way, motive and character seem to determine 
action and to depnve the will of power to deal with circumstance 
as may seem best Action is determined by will, iviU is determined 
by motive, and motive is determined by character There is thus no 
power of origination in will — even the growth or development 
postulated seems to spring only from new circumstances — and as 
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the man is so will he show himself in action: will is the sla\e of 
character. 

The only way to freedom suggested is that uill, when good, is 
free from motive. Good action is alone free, since it alone depends 
on no pre-existing disposition or desire. But what is this uay of 
escape worth if, as we have said, motives are summed up in charac- 
ter? To be free of motive is to be free of character; and the good 
action which is unmotived will be characterless. But character is 
the personality itself, and if character is to go wdth it will go all 
opportunity for love or friendship, all humanity even. We therefore 
have to choose between two horns of a dilemma; either all uill is 
enslaved to character or good action and the good men are colourless 
abstractions. That is the logical consequence of the doctrine that 
character in the form of a motive determines the will. 

The position just sketched is a familiar one: much plausible but 
fallacious reasoning has been based upon it: and it is important to 
determine the outlines of an answer to it. Take first the general 
proposition that character determines the motive which determines 
the ^vill. (Co-operation of circumstance of course assumed.) 

This doctrine is an expression of our general tendency to explain 
the present by the past, i.e. of the conception of causation expressed 
in J. S. Mill’s inductive logic by the formula "the cause is the 
invariable unconditional antecedent,” Character is that in which 
the effects of past actions and circumstances are stored up in the 
individual ready to be brought to bear on new actions and situations. 
Through character past action and circumstance determine the 
response in action to present circumstance. The immediate ante- 
cedent which is the cause of action is the motive, but a motive like 
any other fact of experience has antecedents in past action which 
account for it. 

Much of the apparent strength of the position vanishes if we reflect 
that motive and character (regarded as the assemblage of possible 
motives) are not separate and distinct pre-existent entities of which 
the will shown in the action can be regarded as the consequent 
effect. It is the character and motive exhibited in the act which is 
judged good or bad and what is exhibited in the act is not strictly 
speaking the same as anything that existed before the act. If there- 
fore we are to talk of the present as determined by the past, ue 
shall have a present character-motive-act combination detennined 
by a past character-motive-act combination, not a pre-existent 
character giving birth to a posterior motive, which in its turn gives 
birth finally to an act. The assertion will be therefore that past 
character determines present character and past action present 
action. The only other interpretation would make present character 
determine present action, but that does not square wth a theory 
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of causation which requires the deterroining cause to be antecedent 
to its effect. As re-interpreted, then, the doctrine is not that will is 
enslaved to motive and character, but that will, motive, and charac- 
ter are all aliLe creatures of the past history of the mdi\ddual in 
whom they are seen. 

But so interpreted the doctrine ceases to bear upon the relation 
of motive to will from which we started. It raises instead the meta- 
physical problems of the relation of present and past and of the 
freedom of the human wiU, and the problem of the continuity of 
human personality through all growth, change, and development. 
To these problems we must return later, for the present we must 
confine ourselves to the relation of motive to will 

Avarice, generosity, and other dispositions which seiv’e to supply 
motives are not to be inferred from a single action. We rely on a 
senes of actions which exhibit a common tendency. The motive 
specifies directly or mdirectly, as we saw, the result to be achieved 
in action, and in thinking of the motive as repeatable and repeated, 
we think of a general end which the agent keeps constantly in mind 
A man’s actions do undoubtedly hang together in some such way 
as this : the wiU has a tendency to repeat itself as far as circumstances 
permit. There is thus good mductive ground for assuming that the 
will forms habits, and it is as habits of will that avarice, generosity, 
etc., are best thought of. A tendency to habit means that repetition 
IS easier than variation If, therefore, there are habits of will, decision 
in any emergency will not be unbiased it will be weighted in certain 
ways and since such bias is a creation of a man's past history, in 
this form the past will at least to some extent mould the present. 
In thn. form the question of the value of motive again arises Are 
such habits conducive to goodness or will’ Are they not rather a 
limi tation to its power and range’ Mere absence of habits of this 
kmd could not, of course, constitute either goodness or badness of 
will, but if they exist, they must be of importance, and until we 
know their value we do not even know what a ivill really is. 

The upshot is that we must for the present qualify our descnption 
of the activity of ivill by recognizing that a man comes to any 
situation that may confront him not equally free to origmate change 
m every direction besides the lunitations imposed by circumstance 
there are limitations proxnded by the lines of habitual response: to 
some extent, therefore, he comes to any emergency already compro- 
mised and committed The question before us is the question as to 
the power, value, and extent of these limitations But we have seen 
at least this — that it is wrong to think of such habits as limitations 
imposed by some external entity upon will, they are in will, habits 
of it to it, therefore, they sho^d appear (though perhaps they do 
not al« ays) as freedom not slavery', as choice not as limitations upon 
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choice. It is only when we look at the man from wthout, and ask 
what prevents him from doing what is obviously demanded by the 
situation, that we see these habits as limitations and restrictions to 
the freedom of his choice. 

VI 

Reflection on these lines inevitably brings us to the notion of 
virtue. The Stoics, as we have seen, described the moral good as 
virtue, and the moral bad as vice, and they were criticized by Kant 
for so doing. It is what the will is, he said, which is judged good and 
bad • but virtue and vice are properly qualities which the will employs. 
We have followed Kant in asserting that will alone is good or bad 
and that will is an individual response to an individual situation. 
But no philosopher would maintain that virtue was any such response 
or resolution. Virtue is always considered to be something more 
than a particular determination of will: it is regarded rather as 
something behind such determinations, controlling and, as it were, 
inspiring them, giving some guarantee of the agent’s capacity to 
produce a similar response to any similar situation. Without such 
a guarantee of repeatability the act is held to fall short of goodness. 
Aristotle, for instance, realized that the moral good had its being 
only in action: but he held that mere inspection of the act un- 
supported by knowledge of the agent's character could not justify 
the conviction that the moral ideal was achieved in it. It was neces- 
sary, he thought, to know not merely that the act was as it should 
be, but also that it was the manifestation (i) of knowledge, (2) 
purpose (disinterested), {3) of a firm and irreversible attitude. The 
first two requirements may be passed over: they are necessary only 
because Aristotle here takes action in the external sense (cf. above, 
§ III). \Vhen we say the subject of the moral judgment is will, we 
necessarily make it a judgment upon a purpose or resolution, and 
a purpose is formed in response to information received and must 
be judged (as we have seen, § HI) in relation to that information. 
For by knowledge Aristotle means knowledge of the situation — of 
the circumstances of the act. It is the third requirement which 
introduces virtue. The externals of an act may be satisfactory, even 
though by chance or in obedience to command: but in those cases 
the act is no true act — no evidence of will. But further we are told, 
even when there is no question of chance-success or external origina- 
tion, the act may be perfectly adequate and yet imperfect: there 
may be a tremor and inconstancy in the will which, while not 
obstructing the external perfection, should preclude us from asserting 
internal perfection. The steadfast and constant will is the proof of 
virtue, and when a man has it he has achieved the moral good. 
Good actions do not prove a man good, but they go to make him 
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good. For goodness is a habit acquired, like other habits, by practice. 
If for some length of time we see that our actions conform in every 
detail we can control to those of goodness, we shall in the end 
acquire the habit of goodness oursdves. Thus the greatest stre^ is 
laid by Aristotle on repeatability as a mack of the completely good 
act, and \'irtue (without which the completely good act is impossible) 
is a habit formed by repetition. As good actions produce good habits, 
so bad actions produce bad habits, the good habits are \Trtues and 
the bad habits are vices. As good acts do not prove a man good, so 
bad acts do not prove a man bad' before badness is asserted we 
must be sure of a firmness and constancy of purpose, accompanying 
the act, which is ^'ice and as it were guarantees repetition. 

The influence of this, as of other Aristotelian doctrines, has been 
enormous; it has moulded the language used on these subjects in 
modem Europe and still dominates our thoi^ht more than we know. 
It seems commonplace and common sense, because by the time we 
first meet it face to face we have long been familiar with its terms 
and features. We find it disappointing like the ongmal picture seen 
after many years' familiarity with cheap reproductions of it. But 
in truth it is neither commonplace nor common sense: the doctrine 
of the Elljics is not even reasonably coherent. The emphasis laid on 
habit seems inconsistent with the autonomy of the will, and the 
whole doctrine suggests a distnbution of moral praise and blame 
difiering considerably from that which is customary m everyday 
life. The point from which we must approach the doctrine is settled 
by the preceding discussion. We were inclined to suppose that a 
habit is a handicap and limitation to will, and that a which is 
to show Its full power either for good or (or evil must be free from 
such limitations. But we are now told that irill, whether for good 
or e\'il, finds its realization in something of the nature of habit. Here 
is a plain contradiction which must be cleared up. 

First, about habit. No one, so far as I know, has ever attempted 
to maintain that the habitual, as such, attracts a higher degree of 
moral praise or blame than the non-babitual On the contrary, we 
are apt to think of the growth of habit as invohung in its own region 
a recession and diminution of will and attention, and an approxima- 
tion to the automatic which threatens in the end to remove it from 
the sphere of moral valuations altogether. In other words, we 
recognize will as the subject of the moral judgment and regard will 
as antithetic to habit the more will the less habit and the more 
habit the less ^vill. It is therefore prima fade highly paradoxical to 
find the moral ideal m the exercise of a kind of habit. When the 
habit is fully formed, one would think rather that the time for 
speaking of moral good or evil was past. WTiat is claimed for habit 
is rather that both directly and indirectly it makes for effidency. 
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Its direct value is seen in all forms of skill. If you think of the 
process of learning to play an instrument or shoot a gun or take 
photographs, etc., you see at once how large a part habit plays. 
Movements w’hich at first needed effort and attention come to 
achieve themselves automatically and when they reach that stage 
they are not only more rapid but also more accurate than they %vere 
in the early stages. This is the direct value — increased rapidity and 
accuracy of movement. The indirect value is no less obvious, ^\^len 
attention and effort are no longer required, they are not simply 
superseded. They are set free for other tasks. We can only attend 
to one thing at a time; but thanks to habit we can do several quite 
difficult things at once. The infant requires all its attention for the 
difficult matter of walking and if it tries to talk as well, probably 
falls over: but we can walk and talk at the same time \vithout 
difficulty. An accomplished knitter finds knitting so easy that she 
can combine knitting with practically any activity which does not 
require rapid motion or the use of the hands. It would be tedious 
to multiply instances. Indirectly the value claimed for habit is that 
it sets the attention free for other things. Under both beads the 
minimization of will and attention are admitted: these, indeed, 
constitute the value of habit as an economizer of human effort. 

Now assuming that it is will which sets habit in motion — i.e. 
which starts the knitting, walking, etc. — it is obvious that habits 
of this kind do not diminish but actually increase the range and 
power of the will. A man with a number of spheres of action firmly 
held by such habits can do more things more accurately than one 
who lacks them. The number of possible occupations open to him 
at any given moment is made larger not smaller by his habits. 

That is obviously true in these cases, but a difference and a 
difficulty is seen when we turn to the habits which are virtues and 
vices or to those habits which axe alleged as motives. These are 
habits of the will itself — ^i.e. they are comparable not to the auto- 
matic action of the hands with the knitting needles or piano notes, 
but to a habit (e g.) to knit from five to six or to play the piano from 
nine to ten Habits of the last kind obviously do tend to limit the 
agent’s freedom of choice. We must therefore turn to habits of wiU 
and consider whether there are such things, what they are, and 
what their value is (positive or negative) to the human will. Do 
they make either for effident^ or for goodness? 

VII 

When it is said that “to form habits is to fail in life” or that the 
only habit a child should form is the habit of forming none, it ^ 
habits of this last kind which the writers had in view. They 
of habit and will as essentially antagonistic, so that a habit of w 
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means an inactivity of will. Will is considered as a capacity of free 
adaptation to the requirements of life and habit as a tendency to 
the repetition of the same manoeuvre. They recognize in humanity 
this tendency to stereotyped reactions and regard it as a danger. 
The man who saves himself from it preserves his powers free and 
untramelled. If m a novel situation the old oft-repeated manoeuvres 
failed, the man of habit would be at a loss what to do ; but the man 
of no habits would be free to act as seemed best The novelty of the 
emergency would very likely discover gaps in his mechanical equip- 
ment, but on the internal side he would be free to improvise and to 
use what equipment he had to the best advantage. He would com- 
bine the freshness and power of youth with the ripe experience of 
age, and escape the dilemma caressed in the proverb — st lajemiesse 
savait. st la vteillesse pouvatt. This view, then, gives as an ideal of 
efficiency an opportunism which excludes habits of will. To form a 
habit IS to sell your freedom, to forsake the path of improvisation 
which shows an active ^vill and brings success in bfe. 

Writers, on the other hand, who extol habit and represent it as 
constitutive of the moral good show a tendency to interpret habit 
rather in the other way as an acquired skill But habit, taken in 
this sense, is not will; it is a gift or talent used by the will, and 
our moral judgments praise or blame men not for their talents 
but for their use of them Habit in this application is not an 
originator of action : its function is that of so co-ordinatmg the 
parts of our procedure that one effort of will will do what twenty 
did before' it affects the mtemal machinery of action and makes it 
doubtless more efficient but it is thoroughly within the will’s 
control The skill of the pianist enables him with one glance at a 
piece of music to execute a whole bar on the instrument, but his 
playing of the bar is as free and voluntary an act as the blundering 
piecemeal performance of the novice — more so, in fact, for he suc- 
ceeds in domg what he mtended better than the novice does Thus 
the mcreased range brought by habit m this sense is not purchased 
at any cost to the originative freedom and adaptability of the will. 
But such habits, again, are acquired gifts which are employed by 
will, and the moral good must lie not in the gift but in the wall 
which uses it If therefore virtue is such a gift, virtue is not the 
moral good. 

From these general considerations it would appear that habit 
cannot in either use be either wholly or partly identified with the 
moral good. In the one sense habit is the enemy, in the other the 
servant, of will. But before registenng this conclusion let us consider 
Nirtue and the iirtues and see how far habit in either sense is involved 
in them 

If courage is a habit, what kind of a habit is it ? Courage requires 
for its exercise a situation m which a specific element kno^vn as 
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danger is present : it requires secondly knowledge on the part of tie 
agent of the presence of danger: courageous conduct is that of the 
man who does what is right in spite of the knowm presence of danger 
Knowledge of danger tends to produce in men a specific emotion, 
fear: and under the influence of fear a man's first movement is in 
the direction of diminishing danger by such simple means as running 
away. But the courageous man does not run away: he may feel the 
emotion of fear, but he is master of it to the extent of refusing the 
action to which it prompts : indeed, if right and duty point that way 
he is seen doing the very opposite, increasing the danger which is 
the stimulus to fear without giving any sign of wavering in his 
resolve to do the right Defined, then, with reference to the situation, 
courage is right behaviour in face of danger; defined wth reference 
to the emotion, it is a capacity for conquering fear so as to do the 
very opposite of that which fear prompts. In terms of habit, courage 
might be called the habit of facing danger or the habit of conquering 
fear. Its opposite, cowardice, would be the habit of retreat before 
danger or the habit of being worsted by fear. There is postulated a 
battle between the will and the emotion. Courage means the 
customary victory of will, cowardice the customary victory of the 
emotion. 

If, then, other virtues are like courage, virtue is a capacity to 
persist in a course of action in spite of the presence of a disturbing 
emotion: the emotion disturbs because it tends to arouse a will to 
do otherwise, two rival wills (actual or potential) are thus postulated; 
and the victory over emotion is a victory over a "low’er” by ^ 
"higher” wll (Cf. §§ IV and V. “Higher” and "lower*' are not meant 
to signify a moral difference or to beg any moral question. The 
higher will is the more general and permanent responding to a 
general and comprehensive view of the facts, the lower is the more 
momentary and transient relevant to a more partial apprehension: 
the will induced by fear, as we have seen, has reference only to ttat 
element in the situation which is called danger.) Virtue, then, might 
justly be called self-control or strength of will. Further, if virtue is 
a habit, that can only be because this victory over the lower self 
or win comes to be achieved more easily and completely 'vith 
repetition. This, in fact, we are always told is the case, and some 
ivriters even point as an ideal to the state in which the disturbing 
emotions will have no disturbing influence at all. In such a state o 
complete virtue will, of course, AVould not be automatic: it woul 
still be necessary, as before, to scan the situation and act carefully 
with due regard to it and action would involve effort : but the contro 
of the higher over the lower will would be automatic in the sense 
that the wayward movements of emotion would be stifled at birt 
with no conscious effort on the part of the agent. He would not be 
aware of his self-control any more than he is a\vare of the constant 
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checking of tendencies to overbalance which occurs when a man 
stands upright. 

It is hardly worth while here to test this account of virtue, drawn 
from the single instance of courage, by an exhaustive examination 
of other virtues The traditional list of virtues is a muddle, and it 
may be doubted whether most of them have any real existence for 
modem popular thought. Even Plato's cardinal virtues — wisdom, 
justice, temperance, courage — are hard to co-ordinate under a single 
notion Wisdom is at least a bad name for an attribute of will, and 
Aristotle himself found a difficulty in incorporating justice with the 
other virtues of character. Justice certainly deserves special treat- 
ment But for our present purpose we may safely assume that 
courage and temperance are the only two virtues which are of 
importance, and that if we can bnng them together we shall have 
httle difficulty m dealing with other claimants to the name 

Temperance falls fairly easily under the same formula as courage 
It IS true that there is a prima fade difference in the fact that the 
enemy of temperance is not described as an emotion but as an 
appetite or desire. We have seen, however, that the disturbing 
power of emotion rests upon its arousing a will at variance with the 
will, and an appetite or desire is just such a tentative movement of 
will responding to some easily sj>ecified element m the situation, 
even if its direction is opposite and it is associated rather with 
pleasure than with pam Anyhow, it is beyond dispute that in 
temperance also we find self-control, the victory of the higher over 
the lower wdU, the ability to persist m a course of action in spite of 
inducements to desert it, and here also we are told that practice 
makes perfect, self-control becoming easier with repetition, and are 
recommended an ideal of a state m which the tendency to pluck 
flowers by the wayside shall he so under control that the wayfarer 
\vtll not be aware of it at all. 

Virtue, then, we may conclude, is a habit of control its enemies 
are emotion and appetite’ it claims the name of habit since it 
becomes easier and stronger with repetition and because it exhibits 
that approximation to the automatic which is the mark of habit. 
It can hardly be doubted that such a habit is a habit of will, but 
at the same time it is difficult to say that such a habit m any way 
lessens or restricts that capacity of free adaptation which is asserted 
to be the essence of will The habit which is virtue, therefore, does 
not seem quite to fall into either of our two classes of habit Courage 
and temperance are not the servants of wnll in the sense in which 
the skill of the piamst is but neither are they the enemies of W’lU 
as habits of routine are It remains to discover their relation to these 
two classes of habit and their precise value to the efficiency and 
moral value of the will ‘ 

‘ Here the maaoscnpt breaks off. 
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DISCUSSION 

SCIENCE AND PSYCHICAL PHENOMENA.' 

JIr Tyrrell’s book is an excellent introdnction to Psj'cHcal Research by 
a imter Yrho has himseli made an important experimental contnbntion to 
one branch of the subject, vu extia-sensory perception. It is based, so far 
as the facts are concerned, mainly on the publications of the English Sooety 
for Psychical Research, though it also makes some nse of materials from 
Amencao and Continental sources As Mr Tyrrell remarks in his 
“after £fty-fi\e years of steady xrork” the S P R 's “'Proceedings and Journal 
ha^e gto'wn into a veritable mine of carefully ascertained lafo CTi at io n. Tet 
comparati-Yelv few people care to read this information or take any interest 
in Its work ’’ The serene indiflerence or complacent quarter-knowledfe mth 
which most philosophers and psycholc^sts dismiss this mass of carefully 
sifted material, which must (on «i«y interpretation of it) be ntally important 
to their studies, is endently due to some very strong and deeply rooted non- 
rational cause. It is to be hoped that Mr Tyrrell’s book will be widely read, 
and that many of its readers wiD be stimnlated to tackle the original papers 
and to help in carrying forward research m these subjects 

It IS natural to compare Mr Tyrrell’s book with Frank Podmore's Studiis 
in Psychical Research and The Never Sptnlualism, which are at present the 
standard introductory works Podmore’s great ment is that he combined 
an immense amount of first hand knowledge of the facts with an almost 
extravagant scepticism about all snper-noimal inferences from them^ There* 
fore any candid reader feels that he must take very seriously anjtlang that 
Pedmore cannot explain away and a good deal which Podmore can account 
for only by postulating extremely fat fetched oi hoc normal causes. For 
these reasons I think that Podmore’s two books are still indispensable to 
anyone who is beginning to study the subject But they have several 
deficiencies, and Mr Tyrrell’s book supplements them in these respects In 
the first place, they date back to the beginning of the century. Since then 
there have been great adi-ances in normal and abnormal psychofogy* ® 
mass of very’ important ostensibly super-normal material has been added 
to the subject of Psychical Research This later material is fuUy 
in Mr Ty’rrell’s book Secondly. Podmore made no attempt to consider the 
philosophical bearings of the alleged facts, or to see how they fit or fail to fi 
into the geaerally accepted framework of human knowledge and belief. 
Tyrrell is, 1 should judge, less sceptical by nature than was Podmore of the 
possibility of the super-normal, his own very remarkable experimenta 
results have convinced biTv. (ncft unreasonably) of the reality of extra-senso^ 
perception, mclnding clairvoyance and pre-cognition; and he has v^e 
philosophical interests and considerable philosophical knowledge. So his boo ‘ 
contams an element which is altogether absent from Podmore’s. 

The book IS divided into five Parts, preceded by a short Introduction. 
Parts I. II. and IV are mainly expository, being designed to give the reader 
good samples of the evidence for various kinds of ostensibly super-norm^ 
phenomena. Parts III and V are pmnaiily interpretative and theoretical, and, 
• G. N. M. Tyrrell (London: Metlnien & Co , 1938 . Pp. x\i, 379. Pnee iss. 6 d.). 
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for that reason, should receive more attentioa than the others in a review 
in Philosophy. I propose, therefore, to give a brief account of the contents of 
Parts 1 , II. and IV, and then to treat Parts III and V in rather more detail 

Part I deals ivith Spontaneous Extra sensory Perception It is divided 
into four chapters The first of these defines certain terms which constantly 
recur in the hterature of the subject; discusses the nature and reliability of 
the evidence for spontaneous (as opposed to expenmental) extra sensory 
perception, and gives a very brief account of the S P R 's important '“Census 
of Hallucinations " Chapter II gives examples of the evidence for what 
appears to be spontaneous telepathy between living persons It includes 
the famous "Chaffin Will Case” (1925). and a remarkable case connected ivith 
the fatal accident to an excursion train at Darlington in June 1928 Chap- 
ter III gives examples of the evidence for what seems puma facte to be 
spontaneous clairvoyance The most interesting case here is taken from Dr 
Osty's book Sur les Connaissattces Siipranortnales, and concerns the finding 
of the body of an old French peasant through the clairvoyance of Xlme Jlorel 
Chapter IV gives samples of the evidence for non-inferential knowledge of 
future and past events and for so-called "psyebometry" or "object-readuig ” 
Here, agam, it is an advantage that Mr Tyrrell is able to quote quite recent 
cases from the publications of the S P R. 

Part H treats of Expemneutal Extra-sensory Perception The first chapter 
^ves a short history of the subject The most important cases mentioned m 
it are the expenments of hliss Miles and Kbss Ramsden in 1905, and those 
of Mrs Upton Sinclair m 1928-29 pubhshed by her husband m his book 
Mental Radio The second chapter desenbes certain collective experiments, 
done m recent years with large numbers of percipients Such expenments 
were tned, and reported in the S P R Proceedings by Miss Jephson in 1924, 
by Miss Jephson, Mr Seal, and Mr Besterman, by Dr Woolley and Sir 
Oliver Lodge through the BBC m 1927. and by Mr Soal with certain 
subjects who were chosen because they bad shown pnma facte signs of super- 
normal powers in the Broadcasting Expenment The results of these experi- 
ments were negative hlr. TyireVl explains this by refemng to two facts 
which, he says, emerge from his own work wath individuals, viz (i) that 
only a few persons possess the faculty of extra-sensory perception to an 
appreciable degree, and (u) that, even with good subjects, this faculty is 
very liable to be inhibited by psychological resistances This chapter ends 
with a description of JI. Stefan Ossowecki’s remarkable achievement in 
descnhing a drawing presented to him at Warsaw m a carefully sealed hght- 
proQf envelope prepared with elaborate precautions by Mr. Besterman at the 
S P R rooms m London 

The third chapter of Part II gives an account of the much-discussed work 
done by Dr. J B Rhine at Duke University, North Carolina, and sponsored 
by Professor Macdougall It is well known that, even after allowing due weight 
to certain cnbcisms which have been made by experts on the statistical 
details of this work, the proportion of successes scored is fantastically above 
anything that can reasonably be ascribed to chance Whether it establishes 
the existence of extra-sensory perceptian is another question On this matter 
the following observations, most of which are based on information that 
became available after the pubbcation of Mr Tyrrell's book, may be worth 
making (1) I cannot help wondenng why the proportion of persons who seem 
prtma facte to have marked powers of metra-seusory perception should he so 
much greater among the students of Duke Umversity, North Carohna. than 
among otherwise similar persons expmmieiited upon m England (11) The 
S P.R. have recently been supphed with samples of the kind of cards used in 
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these expenments. They are disgracefully badly constructed, and are so 
defective that in certain sorts of expenment a person familiar with them 
could sometimes guess the nature of the card from merely seeing the edge of 
it. (lu) It IS quite true that in many of the expenments descnbed by Dr 
Rhine this defect would not have helped the percipient in the least. It u also 
true that the way m which successes tailed ofi after a time with some of his 
best percipients does not fit in at all with a normal explanation on these 
lines But the facts about the defective cards do produce in my mind an 
impression of general "sloppiness" which makes me doubt Dr. Rhine's 
competence to devise properly and descnbe accurately any kind of expen- 
ment This may be most unfair, but, as at present advised, “\ch kann mcht 
anders ” (iv) Since Mr Tyrrell wrote his book a most admirably careful 
senes of expenments, on the same hnes as Dr Rhine’s, has been earned out 
by Mr. Seal, partly on students at Queen Mary College, and partly on the 
medium Mrs. Garrett who scored an extremely high proportion of successes 
with Dr Rhme Iti none of Mr. Soal’s expenments is there the least trace 
of any result which cannot reasonably be asenbed to chance To speak quite 
frankly, I know that Mr Soal is a highly competent investigator, I have some 
pnma fane reason to doubt whether Dr Rhine is so, and I do not think that 
any saentist would be prepared to accept as proven in any subject a startling 
claim coming from a youthful Amencan university unless and until it was 
confirmed by expenments done id older and perhaps mere self-cntical seats 
of learning 

Id the last chapter of Part II Mr. Tyrrell desenbes his own very important 
expenments with Miss Gertrude Johnson, and the extremely ingemoua 
toechamcal apparatus which he devised lor carrying out a ^eat number of 
such expenments quickly and for recording the results automatically. I 
have seen the apparatus, and have been most favourably impressed with it 
The positive results which Mr. T)rrtell has obtained are, in my opinion, the_ 
most impressive evidence which exists at present for expenmental extra- 
sensory perception. The discussion of certain suggested normal explanations 
of these results involves some mteresting points m the theory of probability 
and shows how easy it is to fall into traps about "randomness." 

Part IV is concerned with Mediunustic Trance The first chapter begms 
with a general account of the three vaneties which this may take, and then 
describes and discusses the mediumsbip of Mrs Piper, which was studied 
intensively by \Vm James, Richard Hodgson, Professor Hyslop, and others 
over a long period of years There is a masterly paper in Vol XXIII of the 
S P R Proceedings by Mis Sidgwick, entitled The Psychology of Mrs Piper s 
Trance, and Mr Tyrrell quotes largely from this. He sums up as follows 
(p 178): "The Piper case suggests . . . that m trance-medmmship we are 
dealmg -with certain states of conscrousness which bear an analogy to hypnosis 
or auto-hypnosis, that these are full of dream-like associations leading to 
much nonsensical material, that impersonations of the dead take place, 
sometimes unconvincingly, sometimes presenting false communicators, some- 
times more cxinvincingly, but that behind all this there is evidence of a will 
to communicate which, when conditions are at their best, gives a strong 
impression of a genuine deceased cxHnmonicator somewhere in the back- 
ground.” This seems to me to be an cmmently fair summary of the facts. _ 

The second chapter gives an acccrant of the very remarkable "A.V.B 
case, which was fully reported by IJna Lady Troubridge and Miss Radcliffe 
Hall, two friends of the ostensible communicator, in Vol XXX of the S P.R. 
Proceedings In this case the trance-medium was Mrs Osborne Leonarcl, 
the ostensible communicator "A.V.B.” frequently took control of the medium s 
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organism and spoke ■with the “direct vcAce”; and the two sitters seem to have 
taken all possible precautions against fraud, fishing, and leakage of informa- 
tion by normal means. 

The third chapter explains certain attempts uhich have been made in 
recent j-ears to devise a system of numerical scoring for the various statements 
made by a medium in the course of a sitting, so that the amount of correct 
information actually given may be compared with the amount which might 
be expected to arise purely by chance Tlus presents a very difficult problem, 
both theoretically and practically A theoretically satisfactory method of 
combining “marks” has been devised by Mr Soaland modified by him to meet 
certam criticisms by Professor Fidier. Bnt there still remains the practical 
problem of estimating the antecedent probability of individual statements 
being true by chance Some attempt to solve this latter problem statistically 
has been made by yir J G Pratt, of t>ulce Umvetsity 

The fourth chapter contains a sketch of an extremely mterestmg and 
original method of research which Mr \Vhately Canngton devised some years 
ago and has since been practising and periectmg It consists of two parts 
The first is to apply certam psychological tests, such as the reaction-tune 
test, which Jung de%nsed in order to identify the emotional complexes charac- 
teristic of an individual, to a medium (a) ju ber normal state, (6) when speaking 
in the person of her habitual “control,” and (c) in that much rarer state in 
which her organism is ostensiblv under the direct control of this or that 
deceased ''communicator" who is speakmg with the medium’s vocal organs 
The second part of the method is to subject the quantitative results of these 
tests to a certain kmd of statistical anal>’$is. devised by Professor Fisher and 
constantly used in other fields of research, known as the "Analysis of Vari- 
ance ” \Vhately Canngton used bis method (i) to compare the reactions of 
the same medium in these vanous states and when controlled by various 
ostensible communicators, and (u) to compare the reactions of diSerent 
mediums through whom the same ostensible communicator was ostensibly 
commumcating This was pioneer work, and it is admitted that a great many 
errors and obscurities occurred in the earlier papers, which the author has 
gradually remoied partly by bis own seU<nticism and partly through the 
cnticism of expert statisticians The present situahon is admirably stated in 
an expository and critical paper by Professor Thouless m Vol XLIV of the 
S P R Proceedings Mr T^nell quotes largely from this paper, and gives as 
mteUigible account of the method as can be expected in the space at his 
disposal It IS evudent from the discussion m pp 215-20 of bis book that he 
IS not himself inclined to view these quantitative methods very favourably. 
I do not altogether agree with Mr Tyrrell’s arguments on this point, but I 
accept his conclusion that "althongh the quantitative method might m tune 
bnng to light useful facts, it would be unsafe in the bght of our present know- 
ledge to draw any conclusions from the results, whether they are positive or 
negative ” 

The last two chapters of Part IV contain an account of twx) kmds of test 
which are of special interest for the following reason They were not onginally 
designed by the investigators, but were proposed m the course of automatic 
writing or speech by certam ostensible communicators who claimed to be 
giving tests of their identity. These are the '’Book-tests” and the “Cross- 
correspondences ” The latter, whatever may be the nght interpretation of 
them, are certainly signs of great mgemnty and remarkable knowledge of 
outof-the-way literary and classical allustons on the part of someone other 
than the conscious mind of any living person concerned in the experiments. 
It IS extremely difficult to give a satisfactory summary of a cross-correspond- 
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fence case Mr. TjTTell's account oi certain of them, including the ''Tha 7 ialos'' 
case and the very remarkable "Ear of Dionysius” case, should suffice to 
convince any intelligent reader of the great interest and importance of this 
kind of evidence Anyone whose interest is aroused by these samples should 
read an admirable little book by Mr. H F. Saltmarsh, which has recently 
appeared, entitled Evidence for Personal Survtval from Cross-Correspondences 
From this he may pass on to the original reports and critical discussions of 
them m the S P R. Proceedings which are listed at the end of Mr. Saltmarsh's 
book 

Havmg now given a conspectus of the factual content of Mr. Tyrrell’s 
book, I will conclude by saying something about the more theoretic^ and 
speculative portions of it, which are contamed in Parts III and V. 

Part III IS concerned with the Significance of the Evidence for Extra- 
sensory Perception In the first chapter of this Part, Mr. Tyrrell is concerned to 
show that extra sensory perception, if it exists, “has every appearance of 
breaking away from the scheme of the world as we at present understand 
it, and of refusing to fall into line with the causal scheme " He shows, con 
clusively I think, that explanations of telepathy and even of clairvoyance 
in terms of the emission and reception of physical radiations are utterly 
hopeless when we consider them m detail Hence these kinds of perception, 
if they exist, must be utterly unlike sense-perception as ordinarily conceived. 
It u still more obvious that non-mferential pre-cogmtion, li it occurs, falls 
altogether outside the range of our habitually accepted axioms and postulates. 
In this part oi his discussion Mr Tyrrell quotes largely from ^o papers 
by the present reviewer, vu the Presidentul Address to the S P.R in 1935 
on hfoniiaf CogniUon, C!atno)-a»ee, and Telepathy and a paper entitled Philo- 
sophical Implications of Foreknottledge m Supplementary Volume XVI of the 
Proceedings of the Anstolehan Soaety The latter paper called forth a most 
mterestmg cntical commentary from Professor H H Price, which Mr. Tyrrell 
here summarizes He also makes a bnef mention oi Mr. J. W. Dunne's theory 
of Time, and gives a more detailed account of an attempt by hlr. Saltmarsh 
to account for pre<ogmtion by postulating a greatly extended Specious 
Present 

In the second chapter Jlr. Tyrrell, making great use of Professor Pnce's book 
Perception, is concerned to stress the foUowmg points; (1) That natural science 
is based entirely upon the deliveries of human sense perception, and that all 
Its theories m tte last resort are concerned with the sensations which would 
be experienced by normal human bemgs under conditions which are them- 
selves descnbable m terms of seosatioas. (u) That human sense-perception 
is not, as it seems to the uncntical experient, an act of directly prehending 
independent and pubbc things or events The objects which a human being 
prebends m sense perception are private to himself and directly dependent, 
bath iw tbea wistence Mid AbeH sensikAe quakfaes, wi his i/wn Tsigasasm aud 
to some extent on his own past experiences and present expectations. Physical 
things and events are known only as rather remote causal ancestors of certam 
groups and sequences of characteristically interrelated sensations (m) That 
the axioms, postulates, and procedures of human thinkmg are themselves 
limited and conditioned to an unknown extent by the special situation of 
human beings as living organisms coming at a certain point in a certam line 
of biological development 

From the first of these contentions it follows that, if there were extra- 
sensory perception, it would be very unlik ely to fit into the existmg scheme 
of natural science Mr. Tyrrell appears to hold that the resistance to con- 
sidering senously the evidence for extra-sensory perception, which is so notice- 

470 



DISCUSSION: SCIENCE AND PSYCHICAL PHENOMENA 


able among scientists, rests upon a failnie to recognize the truth of the second 
and third of these contentions (In the third chapter of this Part he gives a 
very amusing mstance of this resistance by quoting from the ludicrously 
inadequate, ignorant, and supercilious chapter on psychical phenomena which 
disfigures an otherwise excellent book, viz The Scxence of Life, by Messrs 
H G. Wells, G. P. Wells, and Julian Huxley ) 

In regard to this part of Mr. Tyrreirs book the following remarks seem 
worth making (i) In fairness to the scientists (who certainly need all our 
chanty in this matter) it is necessary to stress one pomt which Mr Tyrrell 
rather under-emphasizcs This is the mctremely unsatisfactory nature of the 
evidence, the enormous amount of admitted fraud and self-deception, and 
the maddemng difficulty of reproduang positive results under absolutely 
satisfactory conditions hen one remembers that at one penod this almost 
made a man so patient, persistent, and fair minded as Sidgwick abandon 
the subject in disgust, one can scarcely blame the average scientist for refusing 
to touch It with a barge pole Wbat one can blame is his talking dogmatically 
and pontificaUy and tendenciously about matters which he has decided (often 
quite legitimately) not to waste tune and temper m studying (u) Mr Tyrrell 
appears to think that the admisaoa of these three propositions would not only 
have the negative efiect of removing prejudice agamst the possibihty of extra- 
sensory perception but would also enable us to suggest and test hypotheses 
about it I cannot feel very hopeful about this The difficulties which Mr 
Tyrrell has pointed out m conceiving the modus operandt of telepathy, of 
clairvQj’ance, and still more of precogmtion, seem to arise from their conflictmg 
with certain fundamental postulates of human thinking, in terms of which all 
causal explanations have to be made Even if we come to recognize that these 
postulates are bound up with out special position as biological mdmduals, I 
do not see how we are to get outside our intellectual skins and formulate 
hypotheses in other terms 

Part V. the last section of the book deals wth the Theoretical Aspect of 
the Medministic Trance It opens wtb t\'o chapters devoted to the extremely 
important paper which the present Earl of Balfour contributed to Vol XLIII 
of the S P R Proceedings under the title of A Study of the Psychological 
Aspects of Mrs Willett's Mediumshtp Mrs Willett’s mediamship, which was 
studied mtensively o^er a period of twenty years by Lord Balfour, was of a 
peculiar kind It was not trance mediumstup m the usual sense She did not 
have a certain habitual '‘control," sncb as "Feda'’ in the case of Mrs Leonard, 
nor did the ostensible communicators directly control her organs of speech 
or wntmg as in the A V B case The ostensible communicators through Mrs 
Willett professed to be Edmund Gurney and F W H Myers, two of the 
founders of the S P R The former was an mtimate fnend of Lord Balfour 
They claimed to be dehberately traming Mrs Willett for a special kind of 
mediumship m which the essential point was that she should remain in an 
almost normal condition and should then, m her own speech or wntm'^, 
convey to Lord Balfour what the conunumcators had impressed on her mmd 
The mere fact that this claim was made and dramatically and consistently 
maintamed throughout a long senes of sittings is of the utmost psychological 
interest, even if we refuse to admit that what was claimed was in any sense 
true But the contents of the commtuucatious which come through Mrs 
Willett are still more interesting They consist largely of painstaking attempts 
by the ostensible Gurney and Myers to describe and analyse the processes by 
which they initiate their commumcations and by which the medium's mind 
gradually elaborates them and eventually utters them m speech or wntmg. 
The contents of most mediumistic communications are tnvial and twaddling 
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in the extreme, but the cross-conespondences and the Willett communica- 
tions are on an altogether different intellectnal level. As Mr Tyrrell quite 
justly says, "the communicators are strong, intelligent, natural, and give one 
the impression of being human beings eng^ed in a difficult task, hampered 
by certain natural impediments, and explaining their difficulties and what 
they are doing as they go along " (It may be remarked that a good deal of 
mfonnation purportmg to describe the mechanism and the difficulties of 
communication from the pomt of view of the "other side” occurs in sittings 
held by Mr Drayton Thomas with Mrs Leonard, in which the ostensible 
commumcators are his father "John" and his sister "Etta " Here agam the 
contents of the communications are mtelhgible and mformative } 

Basmg himself mainly on the Willett communications, but also to some 
extent on those which come through Mrs Leonard and Mrs Piper, Mr. Tyrrell 
reaches the following tentative conclusions (i) The ideas which finally emeige 
m the form of automatic speech or wntmg originate m the depths of the 
medium’s subconsciousness through the exercise of a faculty of "telaesthesia 
This IS descnbed as a form of extra-sensory cognition in which the trance- 
personahty "reaches out to gather the fact that it needs from wherever the 
knowledge of it is to be obtained " (I think that “telaesthesia” would stand 
to 'telepathy'' in a relation analogous to that in which "listening" stands to 
"hearing," or ‘'searching” to "seeing,” or "explonng tactually” to "passively 
touching ") (u) The ideas, thus super-normally acquired, then rise through 
various levels of the self until they finally "crystallue into the clear-cut 
discrete ideas with which we do our normal thmking, and in which form alone 
they can attam verbal expression ” (m) The function of the commumcator 
IS "to select and control, guide qnd shepherd" the telaesthetically acquired 
matenal, m such a way that what finally emerges in automatic speech or 
wntmg shall convey a certain idea which he wishes to get through to the 
sitter (iv) At every stage of this highly complex process there are snags and 
difficulties, due partly to the associations and resistances of the medium's 
mmd, partly to the very imperfect control which the communicator can 
exercise over the medium’s mind, and partly to the very imperfect knowledge 
which the communicator has of his own success or failure (v) The images, 
sensations, and quasi-sensations which the medium experiences and descnbes 
when in trance are created by her own mmd. no matter whence the mitial 
stimulus to this process of creation may have come Items which originate 
from purely internal sources, and others which are ultimately due to telepathic 
influences from outside, are inextricably blended with each other, (vi) There 
is a peculiar kind of experience m which the medium seems to herself to be 
directly aware of the presence of this or that communicator, to identify him. 
and to feel in herself certam emotions which she unhesitatingly takes to be 
his emotions at the time On snch occasions she may have no visual, tactual, 
oi auditory images representative of the communicator's body or his gesture 
or his speech (vn) I^^tly, some of the statements made by Mrs Willett and 
other mediums compel us to envisage the possibihty of some kmd of hteral 
fusion of two persons and literal jcont-ownership of certain experiences. 

The next chapter, Trance-Persanahties, and the earher part of its imme- 
diate successor. Nature of the Commxtmcalors, may be taken together 
obvious that an habitual control, such as "Feda” in the case of Mrs I,eonard 
or "Phmuit" m that of Mrs Piper, bears some likeness to the secondary 
personahties recognized by students of abnormal psychology This prtina 
facie resemblance is to some extent confirmed by the quantitative results 
of BIr tVhately Canngtoo’s work, which also strongly suggest that there is 
a profound difference betw een habitual controls and ostensible communicators, 
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such as “John" and "Etta” in Mr Diaytoa Thomas’s sittings \«th Sirs 
Leonard. Mr. T^-rrell points out that there are well-kno-wn cases of ostensible 
communicators who show super-normal knowledge and are dramatically 
self-consistent and yet can be pro\ed to he fictitious Some very mterestmg 
cases of this kind are described by Mr Soal m his Repo*l on Some Cotnmtmtca- 
tioHs receiied tfirmigh Mrs. Blanche Cooper, published m the SPR Pro~ 
ceedings, Vol XXXV. In some cases the ostensible communicator, uho 
purports to be dead and gives accurate infonnahon about events m his life 
unknomi to medium or sitter, is m fact alive and obhvnous of what is going on 
at the sitting The essential point which emerges from Mr Tyrrell’s discussion 
ot these and other facts may be summarized m his owm words as follows; 
“We must not assume that there are only two alternatives, either (i) that a 
communicator, substantially the same as the deceased person m question 
iras when aliv e, is staudmg at the other end of a psychic telephone, ot (ii) that 
some hypnotic stratum m the medium is playing a part, eked out by telepathy 
from the h\mg It is pretty clear that both these theories are too crude and 
too simple " The alternative which Mr Tyrrell and certain other highly 
competent and evpcnenccd investigators are mclmed to accept is the following. 
^\’hen It appears pnma fane that a certain deceased person (e g Myers) is 
coiamumcatmg through a certain medium (e g Mrs Piper) the communica- 
tions are produced by something which is a compound of two different factors. 
One of these factors is a certain constellatioo of the medium’s own expen- 
ences, traces, dispositions, associations, etc The other is a factor which is 
independent of the medium This may combine on other occasions in a similar 
way with a certain constellation of experiences, traces, etc, belonging to 
another medium ^e g Mrs VfiVUtt). and the compound thus formed may 
produce communications which appear pnma facxe to come from the same 
deceased person (e g Myers) but are charactenstically difieient in content, 
emphasis, emotional colouring, etc Following Mr Kenneth Richmond, Mr 
TjTrell calls the first factor a "commumcator-vehicle’’ and the second a 
"communicator-impulse ” 

Granted that this is the descnption of the observable facts which seems 
least inadequate to those who know most about them, it is plain that it imme- 
diately leads on to further questions What is the nature of the “commumcator- 
impulse"’ How is it related to the once living person, Myers or Gurney or 
"AVB in whose name the Ostensible commumcatioiis emerge from the 
medium’ Might it not be due to the subconscious activity of some friend of 
the deceased, still hving among us, and unwithngly gaming knowledge by 
telaesthesia and impressing it telepathically on the medium’s mind’ Mr 
Tyrrell considers such questions as these, and certain suggested answers to 
them m Chapter XXI of his book 

Mr TyrreU first states and discusses a form of the Compound theory which 
was tentatively suggested some years ago by the present reviewer in The 
Mind and Us Place in Nature as a minimal hypothesis to cover most, but 
not all, of the well-established facts of trance-mediumship His objections 
are as follows (i) He tbmks that, if this theory were true, the most impressive 
and characteristic communicatioDS mi^t be expected to occur m those cases 
where the ostensible cominumcator is Ostensibly in direct control of the 
medium's organism But in fact, he alleges, this is not so The most impressw e 
and characteristic communications occur in connection with Mrs Willett’s 
peculiar kind of mediumsbip, which does not fit at all easily mto the theory 
under consideration (u) It is admitted that the theory has to be eked out 
by the hypothesis of elaborate telepathic action from certam Uvmg persons 
on the mind of the medium If this can do as much as is required of it, it can 

473 



PHILOSOPHY 


do enough to make the postulate of a persistent "psycho-genic factor" (nbch 
IS the essential feature of the theory) superfluous. 

Mr. Tyrrell then considers whether telepathy from the living will suffice 
to account for the facts In the cross-correspondence cases it is generally 
admitted that Mrs Verrall. and she alone, of the automatic writers concerned, 
had the necessary classical knowledge. If any living mind was responsible, 
Mis. Verrall’s was much the most likely candidate. But, in the first place, the 
cross-correspondences continued to go on m the same dramatic form and 
with the same ostensible communicators after her death in 1916. Secondly, 
we should have to suppose that some stratum of Mrs VerraH's subconsaous 
self not only telepathically conveyed to the various automatists concerned 
the various items of information which were to emerge in a cross-correspond- 
ence, but also telepathically induced these automatists to dramatize their 
utterances in such a way that they appeared to be characteristic of certain 
deceased persons, such as Myers and Gurney Lastly, in the case of a medium 
like Mrs Leonard large numbers of highly characteristic dramatizations of 
deceased persons whom she has never met have been produced in presence 
of \anous sitters Some of these have been strikingly life-hke from the very 
first If w e asenbe this to telepathy Irom the sitter, w e must suppose that he 
not only has somewhere m his mind a "model" of the characteristic traits of 
his deceased fnends, but that he can somehow induce the medium to act and 
talk in mutation of this "model" which she has never seen m the flesh If 
we are going to call this "telepathy," we ought to realize that it is something 
enormously diflerent from the spontaneous and experimental e^tra sensory 
perception which was discussed earlier in the book. 

Mr Tyrrell reverts to the telepathic theory m the last chapter of his book, 
and gives an excellent summary of his objections to it. I will quote what 
Seems to me to be a very fair commentary of his on the telepathic theory. ‘Ta 
order to make it work we have to regard the livmg mind as something diflerent 
from and immensely wider than what we commonly mean by the term, and 
we have to endow it with such a range ot ‘subliminal self' and with such 
astonishing extra-sensory powers that the proposition of its survival tsfies on a 
new aspect ’’ 

In the latter part of Chapter XXI Mr Tyrrell discusses certain arguments 
agamst the antecedent probabihty of human survival which have been put 
forward by Professor Richet, and ceitam other arguments, which seem to me 
to be much more impressive, enuDciated by Professor Dodds m his paper II Ay 
1 Do Not Believe \n Survival id SPR Proceedings, Vol XLII. (It should 
be noted that both these writers are thoroughly familiar with the facts of 
psychical research, and that both accept the ^istence of various forms of 
extra-sensory perception.) The gist of Mr. Tyrrell’s answer appears to be that 
both writers take far too narrow and conventional view about the nature and 
hmitations of the embodied self and about what survival would be if it were a 
fact Psycho-analysis and abnormal psychology suffice to show that the ordi- 
nary embodied self is a far more complex entity than it appears to superficial 
observation confined to the normal waking life of persons m good mental 
health The occurrence of extra-sensory perception and trance-mediumship 
reveal further depths beneath those which are plumbed by the psycho-analj'st 
and the abnormal psychologist And the occurrence of pre-cogmtioo shows 
that our everyday notions of time are so inadequate that it is unsafe to re^ro 
mere continuance of a self's earthly life as the only possible form that survival 
could take. 

Mr. Tyrrell's own view about survival is stated very tentatively in the last 
chapter of the book (pp. I do not tlunk that I understand it well 
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enough to be able to give a useful summary of it It involves the notion of a 
"self-pnnciple” or ‘‘I-pnnciple.*’ This is said to have ‘‘animated’' the deceased 
person when he was still ahve in llie body; to persist after the death of the 
latter, and to "ammate” a new personality, which '’becomes deranged in the 
process of helping to form the trance-personality” (during inediuiDistic 
communications) "and harks back to something more or less resembling 
Its former terrestrial self, and. while doing so. may even forget a good deal 
about its other-MoiIdiy state of existence ” 

It remains for me to remark that Mr Tyrrell devotes to the physical 
phenomena of mediumship a chapter which is short but is quite as long 
as the utterly unsatisfactory state of the available evidence warrants He 
also discusses, briefly and sensibly, in t«o successive chapters, the relation 
of psychical research to Spiritualism and to Religion. 

I have noted a good many typographical errors, and I hope that Mr 
Tyrtell’s book will soon go into a second impression which will give him an 
opportunity to correct them On p 42,1 4. for Ae read Aim, on p 114 . 1 15, 
for Case 17 read Case 13. and in the next hne for Lady Z read Lady Q, on 
p 125.1 ii, I think that /ess must be a mistake for grenler, on p 213 , 1 23, 
for imposUr read mpoUor, on p 241 . 1 8. for Amtophents read Aristophanes, 
onp 306,1 33, for ana/agOMs read ana/agows There are probably other small 
nusprmts which I have overlooked 
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PHILOSOPHY IN ITALY. 

Benedetto Croce’s book on history* is the ideal continuation of his earlier 
book published over a score of years ago on "La Teona e Stona deOa storio- 
grafia" forming the final part of the "Filosofia dello spirito.” During tbs 
long penod Croce has had the opportunity to enrich and extend his histono- 
graphical cxpenences with a senes of volumes, of which those on the History 
of Naples, the History of Italy, and the History of Europe m the Nineteenth 
Century are the most important and have had the widest repercussions la 
all this range of expenence his fundamental theses on the character and 
value of history have not been substantially idtered. They have actually 
developed m breadth and depth, so that in the present volume we find them 
with their characteristic lineaments, old and new together, rendered fuller 
and more vivid by the nch lymph of the concrete problems of historical life 
by which they are nounshed In the meantune a senes of violent and tumul- 
tuous changes, provokmg vehement opposing mental reactions, has brought 
into discussion grave doubts, raised on certam pomts which first appeared 
firmly established in the histoncal view of the world The antithesis has moved 
Croce to reaffirm his thought with renewed polemic ardour, thereby throwing 
it into stronger relief, and giving it a greater sense of reahty. 

Croce's philosophy is well known to be defimtely histoncal in colouring — 
he identifies the entire life of the spint with history and human intelligence 
with histonography Philosophy itself is hereby resolved into a methodo- 
logical energy of history, into a study of the categones of historical cnhcism, 
and loses all fatson d'/ire as a higher and clearer intelligence. Many weighty 
critical arguments have been advanced against the consequences, part implicit, 
part exphcit, of doctrine Mutitally self-supporting, and concurrmg m a 
single aim, they have taken shape under a common anti histoncist banner 
Where, it has been said, is the supposed rationality of history if, wherever 
we turn our glance, we find in it nothmg but a play of brute and blind forces, 
a deeper and deeper flood of irrational instmcts* Again- is not histoiy. 
containing all the contrasts of the past and justifymg equally theses and 
antitheses, by reason of their contribution to a common result, a general 
absolution of the wicked and the rmjust, no less than of the good and the 
-j-cftt' ''Jfteft. ins.'cmmna'ung vai^ue can its judgment ’nave t’nea, li iffl Vrfst *>hR- 
same rubric m common ’ And for the Tnari of action anxious to rely on his- 
torical judgment is there not somethmg paralysing in the need to recognize 
that whatever position he takes is equally justified or justifiable, if m the final 
result the antitheses count no differently from the theses’ ^Vby and how, 
lor example, should I decide agamst Bolshevism, when I know that Bolshevism 
has its raison d'etre in the present state of things, and that it will contribute 
no less efficaciously than its opposite m the final summing up of the present 
struggles? These and other charges are leveUed agamst histoncism, earning 
it the reputation of bemg guilty of promoting fatahsm, of dissolving absolute 
values, of sanctifymg the past, of accqiting the brutality of fact qua fact, 
of applauding violence, of inculcating apathy, m a word, of ta k ing away 
' B. Croce, ho Shrui come pensxeroeeome attone. Bait, Laterza, 193^- 
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impetus and confidence from the creative forces, of blunting the sense of duty, 
and of encouraging inertia and dothful compromise. 

Croce’s lepbes loMow the cntiques in all the details and perplexities o! 
their configuration, so that as a whole they form a complete renew of the 
more pressing problems of the contemporaneous world. As it is impossible 
to give a minute account of them, I will confine myself to a reference to 
some which may give an idea of the general orientation of Crocian thought. 
Against the historical fatalism resultmg from the alleged neutralization and 
mdifference of opposites m history. Croce enunciates a concept of great 
importance, which may show itself very fruitful in its development that of 
historical catharsis. “To write histones,” Goethe said on one occasion, “is a 
way of getting the past oS one's shoulders Histoncal thought reduces it to 
one's matenal, transforms it to one’s object, and historiography frees us from 
history Only a strange darkening in the ideas can binder us from perceiving 
such cathartic function as histonc^raphy accomplishes equally with poetry, 
the latter releasing us from the bondage of passion, the former from servitude 
to facts and the past, and only a mote strange blinding of intelligence makes 
us consider and call gaoler the man who opens the door of the prison m which 
otherwise we should remain confined” (p jt) 

Similarly the sophism of interpretmg the concept of the rationality of 
bistor>' aa an mcentive to practical acquiescence m the accompbshed fact is 
exposed by Croce in all ita falseness A smgle example suffices to illustrate 
it, he says, taken from what befell lo Russia dunng the reign of Nicholas I, 
when Hegelian philosophy began to be introduced there, in those little- 
prepared and uncritical mteiiects Then several of the intellectuals, who had 
nourished the spirit of revolution and conspired with the Decembensts, began 
to reason thus “All that exists is rational But the despotism of Nicholas I 
exists Therefore w e must reconcile ourselves to it ’’ The nulUty of this extrava- 
gant syllogum IS shown by sa3’ing mth equal reason "All that exists is 
rational But hatred and the spirit of rebellion against the despotism of 
Nicholas I exist Therefore it is not necessary to be reconciled wnth Nicholas I “ 
With that you are practically back at the ongmal point The sophism is to be 
found in taking the word "rational" in two senses of ‘ that which has its 
raison d’iire’’ and of "that which, m the particular circumstances m which 
it is placed, moral conscience bids each one of us to do ” In the first sense, 
the despotism of Nicholas 1 is as rational as the action of the revolutionary, 
m the second sense, quibbling, that is, with the first, and reasoning with a 
5«afer«jo temnnorum, one assumes a practical attitude not founded on the 
smgle voice of moral conscience “It is necessarj'.’* Croce concludes, “generally’ 
to distrust those who instead of producing from their actions and their 
behaviour an intrinsic and moral reason, appeal to so-called historical neces- 
sity, which too often, as we know, is the necessity of personal convemence” 

(p 199) 

On the presence of the so-called "irrational" element m history Croce 
makes some \ ery just reflections which, especmIJy to-day, demand our careful 
attention He does not deny that beneath the surface of spiritual life there 
exist %utal forces ready to burst out, but to estimate their strength and con- 
sistency, to approve them as powerful energies to be educated and not to be 
weakened and suppressed, is not the same tbmg as to admire their roughness 
and violence, and to elevate those who have represented them and to venerate 
them as the topmost peaks of humamty Such idolizing is unfortunately a 
sign of moral degradation, low ideal, sli^isb and corrupt feeling, a relation- 
ship of admiration and lov e of as little worth as that of prostitutes for bulbes 
(p 164) And m this connection Croce considers it stupid to exalt the State 
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■which is a necessaiy condition of stability for the development of the highest 
spiritual work, to its supreme culnunatton: exactly as if one -were to say ttiat 
the goal of thought and art and morals is to secure a good digestion for the 
human organism. The fact that the safety of the State becomes suprema lex 
m moments of difficulty, of wars and revolutions, corresponds perfectly to 
the case of the suspension of the superior workings when the stomach is 
indisposed and it is necessary to a'wait its restoration to health (p. 165). 

In conclusion, the dommant note m this book, recurring through a thousand 
variations, is the spmt as liberty, leading to histoncism as the theorehcal 
expression of human hberty, which is completed by the practical and moral 
affirmation of hberty itself This does not inean that Croce subordmates his 
historical-philosophical outlook to a particular pohtical behef. For him hberty 
IS a metapohtical value which permeates not one definite political theory, 
but all pohtics together, or rather is manifest in their reciprocal mterxelation- 
ships and conflicts Naturally even this view seems in conflict with the changes 
of the present time, and in the bght ot a narrow empiricism it may be con- 
sidered as surpassed or belied by experience . but it is a property of philosophy, 
in contradistinction to the common empincism, that it may wander m a 
hoiuon far broader than the one continually circumscnbed and restricted 
by the daily changes of Ufe In this wider perspective the same expenences 
of to-day take on a diSerent shape and proportion, and the man who is 
deeply con-vmced that the life of the spmt does not for long pennit restnc- 
tion, much less suppression, cannot help but draw from a more comprehensive 
view of history the reasons for a vmle optimism. 

Guido de Ruggiero. 

(Translated from the Italian by Constance ilf. Allen.) 
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Through Science io Philosophy By H. Dinole, B Sc., ARCS (Oxford and 
London; Clarendon Press. Humphrey Milford 1937. Pp v + 363, 
Price 15s net ) 

This book is based on a course of lectures given m the Louell Institute. 
Boston Professor Dingle is well known as a very careful exponent of difficult 
scientific subjects He has the power of making work which is abstruse, and 
based on technical developments, clear to the general reader without undue 
loss of accuracy Moreover, he has a great advantage over some other writers 
who attempt similar tasks he is not 10 the least impelled by the queemess 
of modem physics into taking the highly paradoxical statements in which 
they are often expressed at more than their face value There are, as Professor 
Dmgle says, gifted expositors in this field who have made the rough places 
so smooth that it is scarcely possible to tread on them without slipping’ But 
he himself knows that, m the last resort, such results will have to be fitted 
into the framework of commoo-sense expenence It is perfectly true that the 
discoveries of science are always sbockmg at first to common'Sense views, 
and that whoever wishes to go further and become a philosopher must leam 
(as Bertrand Russell has told us) not to be frightened by absurdities. It is, 
indeed, the function of reflection at its best to open our ejes to unfamiliar 
possibihties, and so free us from the tyranny of custom K'evertbeless, 
philosophers of eaence often need to be brought back to everyday realities 
by the bladder-boj-s of Swift's satmc imagination 
Professor Dingle performs the function of an enlightened bladder boy 
admirably He deals, m Part II of this book, with a whole set of problems 
ID this manner Those raised by the unobservable entities used in the physical 
saences, with the problems involved m subjective and phj’sical time, with 
the spate of confusions raised the tneasurement of time and the supposed 
runnmg down of the universe He provides a critical estimate of recent loose 
talk concerning indeterminacy and freewill as questions brought to the 
forefront by the quantum theory And there are many wise things said about 
such difficult matters as causahty and the nature of our astronomical universe 
In all these cases what Professor Dingle is trymg to do is to insist that the 
outstanding achievements of present-day physics are not in the least 
nonsensical or paradoxical He relates them to a general scheme (which he 
propounds in detail in Part T, and apphes m Part II) concerning the manner 
in which scientific work first, and then philosophical thought, arises out of, 
and IS based on. a common-sense attitude to the world 

The title of Professor Dingle’s book expresses m itself this point of view 
Through Science io Philosophy It is a view which is plausible enough to be 
attractive, but not plausible enongh to be accepted without argument And 
in spite of Professor Dingle’s persuasiveness. I do not feel that the arguments 
provided are completely convinang I believe, like Professor Dmgle, that 
science proceeds out of common-sense expenence by approachmg it in a more 
cntical manner, and that by being more cnbcal, it reveals unsuspected 
relationships between the parts of our knowledge, and therefore becomes 
more systematic. In short (m Huxley’s phrase) science is organized common 
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sense This I believe to be true, in spite of Dr. Norman Campbell’s demuirer 
that, so far as ph3'Sical saence is concerned, it is the most esoteric of all the 
arts That is why I can saj’ that the exposition of scientific ideas m Professor 
Dmgle's book seems to me to be on the nght lines.- But the further positon 
which Proiessoi Dingle adopts, and which I used to think the correct one. 
does not now seem to me to be tenable It is the view that the step from 
saence to philosophy is the same in character as this. That philosophy is, m 
short, just an attempt to deal more critically and more sj^tematically nith 
the results passed on to it by the special saences. He really believes that 
"If, mthout violating the principles on ivhich phj'Sics and biology have 
developed, science can extend its correlations over the whole of expenence, 
It will become philosophv" (p. 3.^). 

Now if tVii«8 -were true, the work of the philosopher would simply be that 
of the scientist wnt large This is claimmg both too much and too little 
Taking a glance at the philosophers one knows, it would be absurd to claiiD 
for them that they were capable of performing this function of being super- 
scientists The claim would be so immodest as to be comic. Professor Dingle 
reahres this when he saj'S (p 14) that “at the present time the physicist has 
a better chance of obtammg a sufficient knowledge of philosophy than the 
philosopher has of obtaining a sufficient knowledge of phj’sics, for the same 
reason that a seaman acquires land-legs more quickly than a landsman 
acquires sea legs." On the other hand, the philosopher does seem to me to 
have a function of his own at once bumbler and mere ambitious. Perhaps 
an old phrase of Frege’s may make this clearer. He spoke of the tT« of 
knowledge, and of science as mountmg upwards with the increasing intricacy 
of the growing tree whereas philosophy digs down to the roots. It is a crude 
metaphor for my purpose, because I want to suggest that the work of the 
philosopher is more than loolaog mto the basic foundations of all our Imcw- 
ledge But it serves my purpose if it bimgs home the idea that the labours 
of saentific and philosophic workers are aimed in opposite directions. That 
IS why I do not agree wnth Professor Dingle that saence, even augmented 
by psychology, may ever grow mto a complete philosophy. Science is 
perpetually adding to statements of fact, philosophy analyses them, in tf*® 
sense of finding out the structure of that to which reference is made if the^e 
facts are true Thus the analysis employed by philosophy is not directed to^ 
undermining common sense, nor even to undermining the very uncommon 
sense in which saentific developments are often expressed Philosophj’ is 
simply an attempt to deal la an unusually rigorous manner with both common 
sense and saentific statements. Not to explain them away, but to refine 
them, to find out vvhat their various propositions mean, in the sense of being 
able to give a correct analj-sis of their structure 

It IS this which gives to a great deal of modem philosophical work the 
appearance of being purely linguistic. It seems as though the logical positMsts, 
for example, are telling us that philosophy reduces to a mere analj'sis o 
language Professor Dingle is both attracted and repelled by such work, 
attracted because it is clearly a serious attempt at doing something m 
rigorously critical a form as possiUe, and repelled because what it is domg 
seems to be a matter merely of grammar or syntax. If it were that only, it 
would be absurd It might just as well be said that men need not have 
expenences, provided they rax, write and speak clearly about them — a view 
which (m the history of universi^ edncatiaa) has often, been held by moi^e 
pretentious persons than logical positivists* Needless to say, I do not holu 
the view that philosophical analysis is merely hnguistic. but I do think that 
it IS a senous and necessary attempt to translate all the propositions o 
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common sense and science into statements which tell us what is the case il 
these propositions are significant and true 

So much lor the general position adopted by Professor Dingle in this book 
In fairness to him, it ought to be added that he himself is not dogmatic 
abont it He sa\-s (p. 3S), “I am not attempting to make out a case for saence 
to be considered as the roj-al road to philosophy. I behcs e that, m fact, it is. 
aud that at present it has no serious m-al; bnt that behef is, I hope, not a 
prejudice, and I am willing to admit — ^nay. e\en to msist — ^that it may prove 
to be misleading.” Professor Dmgle does, howevw, make a serious effort to 
construct a consistent world \new ont of "atoms of consoonsness" (m the 
sense in v.hich he defines them) and then varions groupings It is impossible 
m a short review to do justice to this construction in detail. I cao only say 
that I tViiuV It well worth consideration. 

A word must, however, be added abont Professor Dingle’s admirable 
cntiasas of some of the crader views of men of science in this field In his 
treatment, for mstance, of those viewa of the relation of saence to social 
needs which ascribe economic factors as the tiasig for completelv independent 
and abstract developments in pure science (quite unrelated to such needs) 
Professor Dingle says that to interpret the work of Gahleo and Newton as a 
product of the invention of gunpowder is "as worthy of considciatjon as 
mterpretation of wave mechanics in terms of the discovcnes of M Marcel " 
Again, in Chapter V on “The History of a Delusion” there is a valuable 
discussion of the diSculaes cooceming the whole problem of substance m 
modem physics, and here, too, Professor Dingle’s combmation of knowledge 
and wit makes it thoroughly amusing readmg The same apphes to his 
trea tment of both behav-iounsm (p 140 et seq ) and of the unconscionsness 
(p 145 it seq ) 

To sum up. Professor Dingle has boldly adventured on a constructive 
synthesis in the field of philosophy of science It u incomplete, as he himself 
would be the first to admit Inde^, be speaks of its "loose ends” on p 353 
But it IS, in mv opinion, a very mterestiog attempt 

A E Ha-vra 


The PnncipUs of ^lathematics Bv Bertraxo Rcsseli. Second edition 
(London George Allen &. Unwin, Ltd 1937 Pp scmv + 534. Price 
185) 

All Ifiircdudtcn to Symbolic ]U>gic BvScsaxxeK Lv^GER (London George 
Allen & Unwin, Ltd 1937. Pp 363 Price 12s 6d ) 

The first edition of Bertrand Russell's important work has long been out 
.of prmt The few second-hand copies obtainable have cost the eager buyer 
many times the price of this second edition Messrs •Mien & L’nwin may 
be congratulated upon this production , it can be taken for granted that they 
wiU have their reward In the present edition the text is unaltered, the same 
pagmabon been carefully retained, the printing bears comparison with 
the ongmal. There is a new Introdnciioii. of ten pages, m which Russell 
bneflv discusses the present position of his view that logic and mathematics 
are identical He sees no rea*on to abandon this view although he no longer 
adheres to hi» earher Platonic realism He briefly examines the cnaosms 
directed against the Frege-Rtis»ell doctrme by the lonnahsts and the 
mtuitionn.ts I am mdmed to think that be is not quite just to the Hilbert 
school of logicians He does not take into acooont the bearings of Godel's 
work upon the formaliratioa of logic and failsto recognize that the mam aim of 
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Hilbert’s -work is to supply proofs of conastency, not to put forward a complete 
philosophy of mathematics 

Bussell also discusses briefly the recent attempts to assimilate logic to 
grammar. He agrees with Carnap that h^cal constants belong to a language 
and not to the subject-matter atent whidi the language speaks. He is, how- 
ever, dissatisfied with the doctnne that whether a proposition is analytic or 
not IS relative to the language to which the proposition belongs. He holds, 
on the contrary, that there must be "a sense” in which a proposition of logic 
IS true in virtue of its form It is much to be hoped that Russell will deal 
more fully with this point for the present discussion is too brief to be of 
much use 

''Logic," says Dr Langer, "is to the philosopher what the telescope is to 
the astronomer, an instrument of vision” (p 46) The astronomer does not 
grudge the labour required for making shght improvements m his instrument, 
similarly, the philosopher should not grudge the labour of improving the 
technique of logic She urges that "every philosopher should be not only 
acquamted wath logic, but intimately conversant with it, for the study of 
logic develops the art of seeing struciUTes almost to the point of habit, and 
reduces to a minimum the danger of getting lost amid abstract ideas” (p 334)- 
This IS the point of vie%v from which this Introduction to Symbolic Logic has 
been wntten Accordmgly, Dr Langer first tnes to make clear to the student 
such notions as logical form, structure, form and content, abstraction and 
mterpretation These notions are explained m a very simple way and illustrated 
by examples that ivill be famihar to the student. The essentials of logical 
structure are explamed in two admirable chapters dealing wtl> relations, 
propositions, truth-values, and systems. The principles governing symbolic 
expressions are clearly stated, the usual distinction between natural and 
symbolic languages is eluadated, and the power of symbols is em phas ired 
There is a valuable chapter on Generalization, which contains an estremely 
clear account of propositional forms (or functions) It is much less confusing 
to speak of propositional /ofws instead of propositional/»«fhons, as the present 
reviewer pomted out some time ago Dr. Danger's exposition of quantifiers 
and of general propositions is very clear and simple 

Chapters V, VI, VII, and VllI contam respectively good expositions of 
classes, the principal relations among classes, the umverse of classes, and the 
deductive system of classes Controversial issues are avoided, which is 
to the good from the pomt of view of the elementary student. Here an 
elsewhere, as for example m her discussion of "logical form,” Dr. Langer 
may give the student a misleading impression that there are no real difficulties 
to be overcome. Whilst it is desirable that these difficulties should not 
cussed m an elementary introduction to the subject, it would have been ^ 
to hint that they exist Tins is, however, but a small cnticism Chapter , 
on The Algebra of Logie, is excellent. The relation of an algebra to a calcu us 
IS well explamed 

Chapter X, on Abstraction and Interpretation, is of central importance from 
the pomt of view of Dr. Danger's exposition of logic. She shows how logic, 
regarded as the science of forms, proceeds by steps from totally coi^e e 
notions to totally formal notions Three such steps are distinguished tirs , 
the separate elements of an unmterpreted. or concrete, universe of discourse, 
K, are formalized, m this step we at tain a partial generalir^tion of a system 
KR In the second step K is left nninteipieted; it is regarded merely as e 
range of significance of the relation R We thus obtain general propositions 
about unspecified concrete things, this represents "the greatest generaltza 
of the system KR." The third step consists m leaving R unmterpreted, ® 
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s^'stem then becomes a sj'stemm a&sfracto, and \re obtain completely abstract 
propositions, and these are completely generaUzed propositional forms. It is, 
in Dr Danger’s view, “the essential business of logic" thus to abstract the 
form from the content. In the devdopment of the technique required to 
attam this aim we develop also the habit of "seemg structures." This chapter 
also contains a useful exposition of most of the important properties of 
relations The calculus of propositions is discussed in the following chapter. 

Two final chapters provide a useful introduction both to the work of Dr. 
Danger herself and also to Principm Mathemalica. Dr. Danger rightly em- 
phasues the oontinuitj' of the development from Boolean Algebra to the 
work of Russell and Whitehead 

There can be no doubt that Dr Danger has provided an excellent introduc- 
tion to this subject She claims that her work has "no predecessor”, from 
the pomt of snew of arrangement This claim is just She professes that it 
has had "one mspirer", namely, Prof SheSer of Hanard. Smce acquamtance 
with the work of Shefier is for the most part confined to the circle of his 
disciples, other students of symbohe Ic^c will be grateful for this glimpse of 
his conception of logic 

Each chapter is presided by Dr Imiger with a careful summary', questions 
for review, and suggestions for class work. She has added a short bibhography 
and has provided a satisfaetorj* mdex 

D. SeSAU St£BB 1XC. 


The Problem of Tune Uniiersity of California PubhcatiODS in Philosophy, 
Vol i8 (Berkeley, California Uai\ ersity of California Press London: 
Cambridge Ual^e^st>• Press ipjfi Pp. 2ts Pnee 2 dollars ajj los) 
Those members of the Philosophical Union of the Umversity of California 
who deh% er e\ ery 5 ear a set of lectures on some selected topic ha% e frequently 
put us m their debt by the pubbcation of their lectures They ha%e usually 
chosen a topic of considerable interest to coutempoiaiy philosophers and 
hate had much to say that was stimulatmg It must be admtted that the 
\olume of lectures now bemg rcMcwed does not reach the level attained m 
the earher tolumes This, at least, is my judgment 1 may be mistaken for. 
I confess, I found some of the lectures bormg to read For this reason I hate 
read, and in the case of some of the lectures have re-read, carefully but 
without much enthusiasm There is a considerable amount of repetition, 
especially m the various attempts to get under weigh For the most part 
each of these eight lecturers starts o\ er again There axe some references m 
the later lectures to some of the piecedmg lectures, but there is neither the 
hiehness proper to a symposium nor the contmuity of thought that might 
be found had one of these authors written a smgle book on the subject pro- 
posed for discussion Perhaps somethmg is amiss with the topic at least as 
gi\en m the title of the %olume ^Vhat is <A« problem of time’ Is there one 
and only one problem’ If so, wbat is it’ To these questions it is reasonable 
for us to expect answers The value of these lectures is m my opinion roughly 
determined by the extent to which die lectu r ers have been aware of these 
questions and ha% e attempted to answer them It is from this point of view 
that I shall try to e\-aluate these eight contributions to discussions about 
tune 

Prof W R Dennes and Prof E W Strong are aware of the importance 
of asking these questions If I understand them aught, neither of them 
♦>iint's that there is a special, and peculiarly difficult, metaphysical problem 
oftane “I can see no problem," saysProf Strong, "of how a world is temporal 
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in a world where r\e can count onf pulses, number the succession of dap 
and nights, observe the phases of the moon and the positions of the sun 
above the horizon” (p. 79}. He su^ests that ‘‘philosophers have not so much 
accepted” the observation of counting our pulses, etc., "as they bai'e sought 
to mterpret it in other terms.” He urges tiiat philosophers have elaborated 
their theones of time in the interest of some metaphysical theory. This 
contention is illustrated by a (necessarily very brief) discussion of the view 
of Anselm and of Sir Isaac Barrow. He then sets forth his own view, indicated 
by the title of his lecture, "Time in Operational Analpis.” As may be 
expected, he maintains that "Time as a concept can be clarified, first, m 
respect to how the word is used in discourse, and, second, m respect to what 
is empirically meant by that discourse" (p 54). Prof. Dennes ("Tune as Datum 
and as Construction”) msists that the meaning of such a question as “Is 
time real’" depends upon what « to be understood by each of the words 
used in asking the question He argues that philosophers who answer the 
question negatively ha\e either combined words in a meaningless forro or 
have given a special meaning to the word "real,” thereby begging the question 
He IS quick to seize upon the truisms that have masqueraded as profound 
truths Thus, for example, be points oat that "to assert the iireversibih^ 
of time as a universal ontolcgicaJ principle” is only to utter a truism, namely, 
that "every process is what it is” (p 97) I understand him to be m aintai n ing 
that it follows from our usage of the word "process” that a process cannot 
be reversed Reversal must be clearly distmguished from repetition. It is. 
I thmk, not at all uncommon jn discussions concerning time to fall, oa the 
one hand, into truisms, and, on the other band, into self-contradictions An 
example of a truism from Santayana is pleasantly revealed by Prof. Wackay 
(seep 189) m his lecture entitled “Succession and Duration,” but it is too long 
to quote here 

ftof P Marhenke ("McTaggart’s Analysis of Time”) shows — inmyepinion 
conclusively — how untenable is McTaggart’s argument designed to establish 
the unieahty of time Prof V. F Lenzen (“The Schema of Time”) has not 
added much to what has been said elsewhere both by himself and others In 
the context of these lectures his contnbutioa may be summed up in the two 
statements' "Tune is the order of succession of phenomena”: "A schema of 
time is a frame in an order of succession of natural phenomena " Prof S ^ 
Pepper ("The Order of Time”) is mainly concerned to extricate Prof. Sidney 
Hooke and Prof. Dewey from difficulties into which, he believes, thej' have 
fallen owmg to their failure to appreciate the fact that m nature there are 
many orders of tune His lecture is not readdy intelligible to anyone who has 
not read the works criticized 

Prof. J Lovvenberg ("The Nonspecious Present”) is alone among these 
contnbutors m his insistence upon ‘‘the mystery of time.” To this mystery 
experience is said to be “the key.” The specific experience required is the 
experience of “the nonspecious present.” "We need a nonspecious present, 
he says, "to keep tune itself from collapsing hie a house of cards” (p ij*/- 
This sentence is to me so mysterious t}iat 1 cannot attempt to unravel it. 

Prof G P. Adams ("Temporal Form and Existence”) and Prof. Jtack^ 
— ^to whose lecture reference has already been made— are both concern 
With the distinction between duration and succession Prof. Mackay main- 
tams that "our time experience is an experience of succession in duration 
(P rgg), to which is added, on the next page, "within the perspective of ^ 
enjoyed present ” He lays stress upon tiie past, present, future, determina- 
tions, and, in common with Prof. Lowenberg, criticizes William James s 
theory of the specious present. Prof. Adams, who regards successiveness as 

484 



NEW BOOKS 


"the defining characteristic of time,” insists that what is fundamental is the 
serial order of before and after He says* "We apply a temporal form to the 
totality of what is presented. The temporal pattern is simply the transitii-e, 
asymmetrical relation of before and after It is through the employment of 
this pattern that the presented — which, as snch. is tenseless — is transformed 
into the temporal present" (p 2*3) There are surely difficnlties concealed 
in this use of the word "transformed." It does not seem to me that Prof. 
Adams succeeds m makmg his theory at all convincing 

As IS only to be expected, the words "persistence," "existence," and 
"permanence” occur m manv of these lectures It is to be regretted that the 
different lecturers do not always use them m the same sense That there is no 
agreed sense is no doubt mainlv due to the diiergence of views Something 
might ha\e been done, however, to make clear to the reader — and perhaps 
also to the writers themselves — ^why they cannot agree m their terminology 
and wherein hes the significance of thew diverse usages of the same word 
Could this be made clear, that we might hope for an enhghtening contribution 
to the discusaon of time 

L SusAS Stebbkg. 


The LogieaJ Syntax of Language By Rtoolf Translated from the 

German by Amethe Smeatoo (Conntess von Zeppehn) (London* 
Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co , Ltd 1937 Pp xvn + 352 
Pnce 35s ) 

A renew has already appeared m this journal of the ongmal Gennan 
edition of thu important work by Prof Caniap, whilst the present reviewer 
wrote a critical notice of it m Mind (1935) Accordingly tin* notice will be 
bnef and wUl be mainly concerned with points relating to the English mansla- 
tion This book most have been extiamdinanly difficult to translate Prof 
Catnap’s German is clear and dehghtfrd to read The difficulcv lay mainly 
m finding correct English equivalents of certain words and phrases In some 
cases there was no English word that would serve as an exact translatacm . 
ID other cases the co r re c t equivalent bad alreadv been used m the context 
of some other system from which it bad acquired assooatioiis tha t would be 
misleading in the context of Prof Carnap’s work. These difficulties have been 
almost entirely overcome either by commg new words or by appropriating 
words, not hitherto used in a tedmical sense and giving them a definite 
technical significance The translatiou is m the mam the work of Counter 
von Zeppehn, but it has been revised and improved owing to the co-operation 
of Dr E C Graham, Dr O Helmer, X)r E Nagel, and the author himself, 
who further expresses gratitude to Dr \V V Qume for "valuable suggestions 
with regard to tenninologv " The result of this co-operation is extremely 
bappv There can be no doubt that this is a fiist-rate translation , it is to be 
hoped that it will result in giving us a well-established English terminology 
In this English edition Prof Caniap has fortunately been able to mcorpo r ate 
some sections that were excluded from the German edition owing to lack of 
space, he has also made additions and alterations inspired, no doubt, m part 
bv criticisms of the original work These additions include an interestmg 
section on Identitv {§ 16). sections on Incomplete and Complete Cntena of 
Vahdiu*. Reduction. Evaluation, a further treatment of "analytic" and 
"contradictory” m Language II, Logical Content, and some other points 
relating to the Rules of Consequence for Language H (| 340-1); three new 
sections (§ 34 a-c) are added to the treatment of "Further Developments of 
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Language TI." the taaia part oi lad been, published, in a slightly dil- 

ferent form, la a paper entitled Em gSUigskrUenum fur die Sdtze dir kloszichn 
Maiheinaitk. Another paper, Anitnomten unddie UMcllstdndigfuii 

der MathimaUk, now appears inccoporated into Part IV of the present work. 
All these additions are of interest and increase the s'alue of the n ork. Spedal 
mention should be made of Prof Carnap’s discussion of GOdel’s Anthmetued 
sjTitax This IS, so far as the present reviewer is aware, the first discussion 
presented in Engbsh of Godel’s eiostence theorem. It is to be hoped that it 
will interest Enghsh readers m Godel's work. The bibliography has been 
brought up to date; se\’eral corrections have been made all of which constitute 
distmct improvements No student of logical syntax can aflord to dispense 
with this English edition It is very well pnnted in a pleasmg form and is 
remarkably free from misprints. 

L. Susan Stebeing. 


A Co«i»ienla;y on Kant's “Critique of Judgment " By H. W. Cassirer. 

(London; Methuen & Co 1938 Pp. xu + 41s. Price 21s) 

The Critique of Judgment may be regarded as the coping-stone of the 
Ctitvcal Philosophy Only when its teaching has been understood can we be 
in a position to grasp fully the relation between Kant’s speculatiie and ha 
ethical philosophy and to follow the structure of his sj'stem as a whole Vet, 
so far as I am aware, it has never been made the subject of an adequate and 
detailed comraentaiy There art indeed valuable exposiPoas and criticisms 
of its doctrines, notably in Caird’s work. The Cntiatl Philosophy of Kani, 
and in Ernst Cassirer's Kants Leben und Lehre', but these works gi'c the 
student comparatively Uttle help in hia attempt to meet the many difficulties 
that arise as he fights his way, sentence by sentence, through the intncaoes 
of Kant’s argument The Critique of Judgment is indeed in some ways easier 
than Kant’s other works, but, as 1 know from evpenence, it may se«u laifel? 
unintelligible to a reader who is not an expert m Kant’s tenmnology. In the 
vast body of KantUteratur there was here a great gnp whieh was urgently 
crying out to be filled 

In my opinion Dr H Cassirer has been highly successful in his attempt to 
fill this gap He says modestfv m his preface that when he began this w ork more 
than four years ago, he had not made any special study of Kant and was 
practically ignorant of the Enghsh language But bemg a son of Ernst 
Cassirer he has breathed the Kantian atmosphere from his earliest j-outh; 
and he has the advantage of having been trained as a classical scholar who 
specialized m ancient philosophy. The excellence of his translatioiis and the 
clarity and conciseness of his Engli^ style show that his linguistic training 
and aptitudes have enabled him to overcome the difficulty of wntmg m a 
foreign language. I doubt whether any reader would suspect that English 
was not his mother tongue The only slip I have noticed is a tendency to speak 
of “common sense" where "a cmumon sense’’ would help to make Kants 
meaning more clear 

One great merit of this book is its firm gnp of the Critical Philosophy as a 
whole Dr Cassirer devotes the first ninety-fonr pages to a brief exposition 
of the Critique of Pure Reason and ♦hp Critique of Practical Reason. Eor this 
he has no need to apologize : it provides a masterly summary of Kant s thought 
which is valuable in itself besides enabling him to dispense with many ex- 
planations which could not have been introduced without awkwardness into 
the body of his Commentary 

This preliminary exposition is followed by a careful study of Kant s First 

486 ^ 



NEW BOOKS 


Introduction to the CriUque oj Judgment This First Introduction in its com- 
plete form rv as not published till 19X4 and is not well knoivn m this country. 
It is very much fuller than the intr^uctum which was substituted for it, 
and I agree wuth Dr Cassirer in holdmg that the only reason why Kant 
suppressed it was, as he himself said, because of its length It is of the utmost 
value for the understanding, not only of the Crtltque of Judgment, but also 
of the whole Critical Philosophy, and it gives by far the best account of what 
Kant believed to be the presuppositions of induction In making its doctrine 
easily accessible to Enghsh readers, and lu his patient solution of the many 
difficulties it contains, Dr. Cassirer has performed a very great service mdeed 
His exposition of the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment shows the same careful 
scholarship and clarity of thought Dr Cassirer believes that Kant's thought 
forms what by ordmary human standards must be called a consistent whole; 
and he is often successful m showing that seeming contradictions can be 
explained in the hght of similar passages elsewhere When he is unable to 
solve a problem, he has no hesitation in admittmg it frankly His method 
may indeed be found by some a tnfle austere He offers us no help in the way 
of chapter and section titles, and sunply follows Kant's own sections with 
their numerical headmgs This is bound to result m a certain amount of 
repetition — for Kant himself is undoubtedly repetitious — ^but it bas the 
advantage that we can always find the explanation of any passage without 
difficulty, and it is only very occasionally that I at least have found the 
repetitions tedious It should also be said that Dr Cassirer’s interest seems to 
he less in the aesthetic problem as such than in Kant’s solution of it as part 
of the Critical Philosophy He seldom allows himself the relaxation of con- 
sidering the more easy and human passages where Kant passes empincal 
judgments whKh throw a good deal of light on bis own taste and character 
The result is that the philosophic argument comes to us in a concentrated 
form unrelieved by lighter touches For the student of the Cntical Philosophy 
this IS all that is necessary Those who are interested pnmanly in the aesthetic 
problem may be reminded that Kant's aesthetic theory cannot be understood 
apart from the rest of his philosophy I bcUeve that Dr Cassirer's book will 
give them an opportunity of understanding it with the minimum effort 
necessary to get some conception of its background 

Kant’s account of teleology is often said to be madequate. but for myself 
I must say that I found Dr Cassirer’s account of the Critique of Teleological 
Judgment to be quite exciting There iS in it less repetition than m the purely 
aesthetic part, and the doctrine expounded seems to me to offer less difficulty 
indeed, I should be inchned to say that it is obviously true Incidentally a 
good deal of hght is thrown on Kant’s view of intuitive understanding 
A very full analytic index has been added, and is all the more necessary 
because of the paucity of chapter headings 

It should be clearly understood that this book is what it claims to be, 
namely, a commentary For some reason that 1 have never been able to 
fathom, It appears to he generally assumed that m the case of Kant, and of 
Kant alone, a commentator ought to explam not merely what his author 
says, but what he ought to have said Dr Cassirer is fully aw are that the first 
task of a commentator is to explain his author’s meanmg, and m this he has 
attained a very high degree of success Some readers may possibly wish that 
he had attempted to give a more cntical estimate of the value of Kant’s 
philosophy I do not share this view, though I think that some of Kant’s con- 
ceptions might have been submitted to a fuller analysis . for example. I should 
have hked to see a full-dress discussioa of wbat Kant meant by "leflexion " 
Kant s views generally seem to me so much more interesting and important 
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than those of his commentators that it is a source of irritation when one is 
called away from the difficult task of understanding them to a consideration 
of theories (this is most obvious m the case of nmeteenth-century com- 
mentators) which are long since dead, whde Kant remains obstinately alive 
From this defect Dr Cassirer's wrok is wholly free. 

Dr Cassirer has omitted something like twenty sections and the whole of 
the Methodology Probably he could not have dealt with these without 
making the work too long, and on the whole the sections omitted are com- 
paratively easy to understand I do, however, regret the omission of Section 59, 
which seems to me of great importance and to oSer less difficulty than Dr. 
Cassirer himself appears to have found m it 

In conclusion, I would say that, as Dr Cassirer fully recognmes, no com- 
mentary at the present stage of Kantian cnticism can be wholly free from 
error, but a careful study of his work has left me with very few places where 
I am inclined to question the soundness of his judgment. I can confidently 
recommend his book as a reliable gmde to Kant’s thinking, whether it is used 
as a help m readmg Kant ortreated as an mdependent work. He has given us 
a commentary which should long remam authoritative and indispensable; 
and I hope we may look forward to other philosophical writings from him 
m the future 

H. J. Patoj*. 


Descartes’ "Discourse on Method " By Leon Roth. (O.\iord: Clarendon Press, 
Humphrey Jlilford. 1937 Pp. vi 142. Pnce 6s.) 

In this book Professor Roth argues for the senous treatment of the Diseourst 
as Descartes’ own summing-up of his contnbution to science and philosophy, 
and as throwing valuable light upon the order of his thinking, the relative 
strength of his interests, and the importance of his total achievement He 
reaches the conclusion that Descartes’ fundamental interest was in science 
(1 e mathematical physics), always with an e>-e to its practical value 
Metaphysics mterested him only m so far as it was needed to give him a 
basis for his physics— it was “not an end m itself’’ (p. 29). Negatively, therefore, 
the book is a reasoned protest against the habit of "fixing on the Meditations 
as embodying the essence of Cartesiamsm" (p 74). 

An exammation of the literary history of the Discourse shows that it is 
“far from being a prekminaiy manifesto worked out (or abandoned) in the 
later Meditations and Principles. It is the retrospect of a Descartes who has 
been through the stages of Meditations and PnncipUs and now looks back on 
them (p 73). It shows the order of his philosophical development to 
have been (i) method— as sketched m the second part of the Discourse. 
(2) exercises m the method— the scientific Essays to which the Discourse is 
an introduction: {3) metaphysics, pursued with the object of finding a sure 
foundation for physics— the Meditations. (4) mathematical physics or the 
philosophy of nature — the Principles of Philosophy. Descartes was already m , 
his early twenties alive to the need of a metaphysical basis for his physics, 
but, as he tells us m the Discourse, he deliberately postponed the search for it 
till he should have reached a more mature age. 

There is httle or none of t his hkdy to be questioned to-day, especially m 
the hght of M. Gilson's research, to which Professor Roth acknowledges 
indebtedness m the Preface. But his central and novel contention concerns 
not the relative strength of Descartes' interests and the order of their develop- 
ment. but the value of the method itself and its relation to science. Professor 
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Roth’s mam contention is that the method is not (what Descartes mtended 
it to be) an instrument of discovery m tiie scieuces, and that not only his 
immediate successors but even to some extent Descartes himself came to 
realize this ; and further, that its rejection as an instrument of discovery made 
possible its recognition “as an mdependent entity" — i e. as "logic” (pp 97-8). 
"It IS through the death of the Essays that the Discourse came to itmnor- 
tahtj’’’ (p 116) Kow, if the method has no value for discovery and yet, as 
Professor Roth behevcs, it is Descartes' great contribution to knowledge, it 
would seem that its value can only he in the power it gives us of analysmg 
and ordenng the knowledge we have gamed by other means But this is not 
after aU what Professor Roth means For his conclusion is (p 108) that 
"Cartesiamsm has become a general method of approach to all problems, not 
a specific sj’stem of physics or metaphysics, and it is this general method 
which IS of value, the ideal of order and precision, not the particular historical 
results which that ideal oSered (or was supposed to ofier) Descartes himself 
m his delving into the facts of nature ’’ If all that Professor Roth meant was 
that Descartes himself fads to apply fully and properly a method which, when 
so apphed, can be a valuable ustrument of discovery, his meaning would be 
clear But he seems first to deny and then to assert that the method is “an 
instrument of discovery" at all. outside the sphere of matheoutics He says, 
rightly, that it is “fruitful in mathematics just because it ts mathematics" 
(p, 96). Is It just this same mathematical method — the method of the Discourse 
— (and if not, what is it which, once it has been proved useless in the solution 
of physical problems, is somehow able to shine forth as a valuable "general 
method of approach to all pioWemV ’ And if to all problems, why not to 
Descartes' own problems ’ 

Professor Roth gives a plain answer to this last question, but I think a 
wToag one According to him, Descartes' "officur' view is that the truth of 
propositiotis about actually existing phenomena can be established only by 
Tinihnear deduction from self guaranteed first principles, each step m the 
argument depending on the j^revious step, but contributing nothing to the 
establishment of those that precede it With this he contrasts passages stating 
the incompatible doctnne that the process is what he calls ''global' — 1 e not 
a chain but a circle, m which principles rest on consequences, including actual 
phenomena that can be observed or produced by experiment, as much as 
consequences on principles (pp 92-5) Professor Roth has no difficulty m 
showing that the purely deductive method must fail when it has to deal with 
actual phenomena But is he justified m ascribing this to Descartes as his 
only true position, and treating the other view as an incompatible alternative 
to It, which serves only to show that Descartes was beginning to find flaws 
in his own method’ Plainly the "official” view will not square with Descartes’ 
repeated insistence on the importance of observation and cxpeTinicrit, wlale 
this does square with the "unofficial" view, which might indeed be u state- 
ment of the ordmari’ scientific method of hypothesis and vcnfitatiwi ' I,ct 
us examine Professor Roth’s attack He starts from Descartes' admission 
(e g in the sixth part of the Ducourse and the /iMlAer’s Letter introducing tlie 
French edition) that his method breaks down when he comes to deal witli 
actual phenomena m their detail. Descartes himself accounts for iho f.iilurc 
by his inabihty’, owing to lack of means, to make the necessary obscTv.ilions 
and experiments Professor Roth, on the other liand, ascnlics it to an essential 
defect m the method itself According to him. Descartes Hcts out to inter 
matter of fact from mere possibility, or, m other words, concrete nature from 
mere mathematics (p go) But, in Whitehead’s words, whieh fie ijiiotes, 
• The reader may here be referred to S. V Keeling, Deieartei, ctiapler 3 

•181J 



PHILOSOPHY 


"there is no valid inference from mere possibility to matter of fact." Hence 
when Descartes has to deal not with abstract mathematics but with actual 
phenomena his method is bound to break down 

This seems to me a VTong descnption of Descartes’ procedure. There is 
only one place m his whole system in which he infers the actual from the 
possible — the ontological argument The foundation of his metaphysics is not 
the possible but the actual existence of the self, from which he proceeds to 
the actual existence of God, and thence, by a circuitous route, to the actual 
existence of bodies Thus m his Phj'Sics he presupposes not merely the concep- 
tion of a possible extended world, but au actual extended world, and he 
assumes that, because its essence is extension, so that nothing can exist in it 
except the modes of extension, it roust lend itself to mathematical treatment. 
In particular, the only process which is possible m it is motion according to 
certain laws These are the assumptions wath which Descartes’ Ph}^ics starts 
But unfortunately he does not regard them as assumptions. They are for 
him established by metaphj’sical argument, not taken as hypotheses to be 
verified or modified or rejected It is, I suggest, this metaphysical background 
which gives to Descartes’ procedure in Physics its peculiarly a pnort charac- 
ter. rather than any attempt to deduce the actual from the possible. Descartes 
in his Physics always tnes to explain actual phenomena by actual causal 
conditions It is true that in the eaiher stages of this explanation be debbe- 
rately dispenses with speaal observations and experiments. He does go on 
the ground that the general pnuciples from which he starts enable him to 
deduce a pnort the t»oit general characters of the phenomena of nature. (And 
this would be legitimate if the pnnciples themselves were treated as hypo- 
theses ) But when he has to explain particular occurrences (e g the behaviour 
of magnets) or to solve a particular practical problem (e g. the constnictloB 
of a certain type of lens), then observation and experiment (one of which, 
incidentally, must set the special problem to begm with) are necessary to 
enable him to reject ail but the relev-ant hypothesis out of a number equally 
compatible with his general prmciples For what foUo'vs not from the general 
nature of the pnnciples but from the special circumstances under which they 
work cannot be deduced a pnort from them Descartes rightly recognises this, 
nor is the recognition inconsistent wth the rest of his method. Where he went 
svTong w as in supposing that if only he bad the means and the time for adequate 
experiment he could make a great advance himself. 

Whether or not 1 am right on this question as against Professor Roth 
makes httle difference to the undoubted interest of his book. In particular, 
the general reader wtU find the chapters compansg Descartes with Bacon and 
with Pascal, and the account of Father Daniel’s satire, the Voyage du Monde, 
which IS used to play an ingenious part in the argument of the book, excellent 
reading 

I found two rruspnnts On page 29, last line of text, for "if" read '‘as" or 
“as if”, on page 94 the reference to Descartes’ reply to Morm. should be to 
vol u, not vol. m 

A. K. Stout. 


Symbolism and Belief By Edwyn Bevan (London: George Allen & Unwin, 
Ltd. 1938 Pp 391, Pnee 15s ) 

A Gifiord Lecturer has two difSculties to confront So many courses have 
already been given, that it must be difficult to find a new approach to, or 
treatment of, the subject prescribed, and the condition that reason, and not 
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revelation, must be set forth as the groond for belief must make it difficult 
for one \cho accepts the Christian revelation to keep within the limits im- 
posed. The author o£ this volume has overcome the first difficulty, as he does 
oSer a fresh contribution . and the second he meets by oSenng the Christian 
solntion of any problem not on the basis of the authonty of Bible or Church, 
but as itself reasonable It need hardly be said that this course of Gifiord 
Lectures presents all the excellences that one bai learned to expect from 
any writings of the author — adequate and accurate knowledge, competent 
and balanced judgment, and Inud and attractive style 

The Introduction mdicates the ptorpose — to show the part played bj' 
symbolism m belief The author distmgmsbes symbols, which are visible 
objects or sounds which stand for somethmg of which we already have 
direct knowledge. ' such as fiags or trumpets," from symbols which "purport 
to give information about the things which th^ symbolize, to convey know- 
ledge of their nature, which those who see or hear the sjunbols have not 
had before or have not otherwise For the first fcmd resemblance is not 
necessary, as for the second, which seek to convey by the known knowledge 
of the otherwise unknown (pp ti-ij) In rehgion both kinds of sjunbols 
have a place. Ail our conceptions of God are madequate sjunbols. but this 
truth has not always been recognized as history show's The symbols give 
some knowledge of God, though not the whole, and there must be discnmina- 
tJons m deciding how far the sjmbol can be regarded as resembling or not 
resembling the object Oui thought of God must be anthropomorphic, but 
there is a true and a false anthropomorphism Nine lectures are devoted 
to the discussion of sj-mbols, and six to "the relations of symbohsm to truth 
and belief " 

The first sj-mbol is taken from Space — Height as indicating God's trans- 
cendence, His supenontj’ to all things In the thiid lecture the author discusses 
reasons why height should be thus regarded In dealing with the symbol 
from Tune, he is handling one of the subjects of constant debate in philosophy, 
the relation of Tune and Eternity, and he seems to me nghtly to maintam 
that time must have some significance for God. One of the most generally 
diSnsed symbols for God is Light and m the Christian revelation that symbol 
is freely used It expresses not only intellectual quality, but perfection gener- 
ally. The word Spirit has come to be so identified with the conception of God 
as incorporeal, immatenal, personal, that we are ready to forget that it, too, 
is a symbol Its pnmarv meaning is wind, breath, and so life In the Old and 
the New Testament alike there is the tendency to distinguish soul as man’s 
hfe, and spirit as God's, and man’s only as dependent on God Paul s dis- 
tinction between the psychical and the pneumatic man is a notable illus- 
tration Here the symibol seems to conv'ey more of the reahty than do the 
others 

tfhat at first sight might appear a digression but wluch is fully justified 
is found in the two lectures on The Wrath of God We are here warned against 
the false anthropomorphism the human passions, resentment, vindictiveness, 
revenge must be eliminated from the symbol, but the true anthropomorphism 
allows us to work out an analogy between the human moral judgment re- 
garding desert and puni<liTuent \t1iilc 1 am m substantial agreement with 
the author’s conclusions, I must confess I should have welcomed more stress 
on God’s grace These nineteen lectures belong to what we may call the 
comparative study of religions, the five which follow to the philosophy of 
religion, or we might even sav. the epistemology 

The eleventh lecture shows how early lehgicras thought took literally what 
IS now taken sj-mbolically; and yet insists that not all the Scripture record, 
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especially the New Testament, can be regarded thus; for Christian faith 
af&nns not only that Jesus was historically real, hut that He is still present 
and active m the souls of men. The next lecture treats symbols without 
conceptual meaning. There are three tnam kinds of emotion called forth m 
this way by visible objects — the feeling of the beautiful, the sexual feeling, 
and the germinal feehng of religious awe (pp 275-6) Interesting as is the 
discussion here, it need not be followed in detail 
The four lectures following arc a progressive consideration of the grounds 
on which behef m the reality corresponding to the symbol may be based 
Recognizing that the pragmaUc theory may serve a useful purpose in man’s 
dealmgs with inammate nature, and is indeed derived therefrom, it is held 
to fall through in personal relations with man or God In the one case we 
are concerned with results, m the other with the personal reahty. When the 
personal relation is love, as in Chnstiamty, pragmatism is unsatisfying 
That we cannot know God as we can know our fellowr-men, however, must 
be admitted Can analogy lead us from the one to the other’ How much 
truth can that yield’ Less probably than medieval theology claimed, even 
although that same theology also recognized that even thus God cannot 
be fully known A lecture is devoted to discuss Dean Mansle as representing 
the agnostic tendency m Angbcan theology, though modified by his insistence 
on the authonty of the revelation of God in the Holy Scriptures 
The values of Mysticism and Rationalism axe next considered as 
approaches to the divme reahty While appreciating the testimony of the 
mystics to the reaht>’ of God, the author bolds that there must be besides 
■'some ground m our apprehensivess of thmgs.” His judgment on Rationalism 
IS negative. ''No cogent rational inference can be made from the world to 
what IS outside it" (p 365) The justification for Behef is shown in the last 
lecture to he in acceptance of, and loyalty to. human values, in rejecting the 
hypotheses that the world around man is indiderent to values, and is 
making the venture of faith, which will find its verification, that God cares 
for these values Such a justification can be odered in relief of doubt; but the 
last ground of behef is this. "What actually causes anyone to beheve m God 
13 direct perception of the Divine " This bMe outline may, I hope, whet the 
appetite of the reader to seek fox bunseU the “feast of fat things" provided 


m the volume. 


A. E. Garvie. 


The Pnnctples of Art By R G Colltkgw'ood. (Oxford at the Clarendon 
Press, London Humphrey Milford 1938 Pp xi + 347. Price 15s ) 
This book, as I understand it, expounds without deviatioa Croce’s theory that 
art is the expression of emotion. But it does expound it, and implements it 
with serious discussions of what is meant by emotion, imagination, expression, 
intuition, and by the identification of the last two, so that what had been 
a striking mspiration, summing up the vi^e hmts of a hundred predecessors, 
becomes a reasoned creed One can unagme the book written as a Platonic 
dialogue, with Croce as protagonist, often cornered, sometimes corrected, but 
fundamentally triumphant Dr I A. Richards and Mr Bernard Shaw would 
evidently have been cast for minor but picturesque parts 

The epistemological lacunas m Croce are supplied by detailed consideration 
of Hume’s distmction between impressums and ideas; of Kant’s "blind but 
indispensable function of imagination” m perception; of modem doctrines 
of settsa, of psychological theones of unconscious emotions and their repression 
or release 
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sakes Most so-called "works of art" apparently come under one or other ol 
these crafts, including the representational arts of sculpture, paintmg, epic 
and tragedy, which Plato banned, and the "magic” or religions art he might 
alJo^, though either of these nught incidentally ha%e an element of real art 
too Almost the only works, apart from some music, to which the title of 
true art is unreservedly allowed are those of Jane Austen, T. S Eliot, and 
Cezanne But this is probably an acadent, as few works are named at all, and 
those mostly contemporary, with the confessed aim of reforming our practice. 
Certainly we all feel the difierences between art and amusement, between art 
and imitation, and betii-een art and the sttmulalion of emotion. But the 
identification of these differences with one between the expression of emotion 
(which expression is then communicated) and the dehberate communication 
of emotion is difficult Since the view is that we know nothing of emotions 
until expressed, any design to commumcate them must presuppose that we 
have expressed them, so that what we design to commumcate is the expres- 
sion of an emotion, and that apparently is the true artist's design when he 
prints Or exhibits The examples of the things distinguished do not fortify 
the distinction Miss Ruth Draper is cited as a typical entertainer or pseudo- 
artist But I am persuaded that my expenences in hearing her and m readmg 
Jane Austen, however different in degree, are essentially of the same kind 
If I am right, either Professor CoUingwood has nustaken one of his expen- 
ences, or one of his is really different from mine. But if be and I ow 
Severally stimulated by the same communication to an aesthetic and ati 
unaesthetic activity, his fundamental doctrine that criticism can be objective 
is shaken It may be true, as he says, that we know the performer is not 
talking nonsense, but he may insist that she is talldng entertainment and I. 
with equal obstinacy, that she is talifing art. The same point may be 
approached m another way 

Professor CoUingwood correctly points out that many critics of Plato, 
mj’self among them, have inaccurately said that all artists would be banished 
from his Republic, whereas the expression generally is "aU mimetic artists, 
and he reminds us that Plato would retam "magical” poetry and music as 
propaganda for his guardians, and that he does not conceive of any third 
or genome kind This 1 thmk is what we always meant. Plato banished art 
as such, all expression of emotion (or the commumcation of such expression) 
that has no ulterior aim He would only retain "pseudo-art.’’ He clearly 
banishes all sculpture and painting, and tragedy and epic voirftiictuTepa 
toctovtd) ^TTor aKovariov. I doubt if he would have retained Jane 
Austen, or Mr Eliot or Cezanne. I beheve that, thinking the essence of these 
arts to be imitation (a belief perhaps exphcable from the developments of 
draughtmanship in his lifetime), he thought them only justifiable if they 
mutated »tdAa, a word under which he loosely included moral and aesthetic 
exceUence For, as we are told in the Htppias Major, what is beautiful is either 
good Or productive of good The "non-imitative" arts he admits as, one way 
or the other, good But Professor CoUingwood denies that either KoXor or 
beauty” has any intrinsic connection with aesthetic expenence. "To call a 
thing beautiful in Greek, whether ordmary or philosophical Greek, is simply 
to call it admirable or excellent or desirable ” If this is so, I find it hard to 
understand why Socrates is represented as saying: "Whatever gives us 
pleasure, not any sort of pleasure, but fdeasuie of the eje or ear, is beautiful. 
For surely, Hippias, beautiful men and colour-patterns and pictures and 
statues please us when we see them; and beautiful voices and all music and 
poetry and prose and legendary stones have the same effect. . . . Nobody 
would not laugh at us if we called food and sweet smells beautiful instead of 
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pleasant.” Nor do 1 see how Aristotle could have said that beauty* consisted 
iv /ieyidsi xai rdfei or that its essentials are wder, sjmmetrj-, and defini- 
tion Similarly, Professor CoUingwood maintains that "the words beauty, 
beautiful, as actually used, have no aesthetic implication, " and that we speak 
of a beautiful grilled steak with just the same literal propriety as of a beautiful 
sky or poem. This is a question of usage, and it seems sufficient to reply 
that Johnson’s dictionary (4th edibon) defines beauty’ as “that assemblage 
of graces or proportion of parts which pleases the e^'e." and quotes Locke: 
"Beauty consists of a certain composibon of colour and figure, causing dehght 
in the beholder.” Certainly the O.ED farther allows that "m modern 
colloquial use (e g. 1868) the word is often applied to an^’thing that a person 
likes very much, e g a beautiful soup ” But when Keats said "beauty is 
truth," and Colendge spoke of the •‘b^utiful and beauty-making power," or 
Burke of the Suhhme and Beautiful, 1 do not believe they could guess that 
they would be thought to allude to a quality eminently possessed by any 
grilled beef-steak E^en if I were wrong here, 1 should still urge that we 
need a word (perhaps "comely” or "fair") for the character we prwta facte 
attribute alike to the clouds, faces, poems, patterns, statues which stimulate 
our aesthetic activities, hut not to steaks however well grilled, though second 
thoughts nfight lead roe to agree that the common character belongs only 
to the expenence these things are apt to stimulate, though steaks are not 
It IS noteworthy that Professor Colhngwood thinks the "art of cookery” an 
improper use of the word, though used it certainly is 
This brings us back to our original criticism For why is Professor CoUing- 
wood so anxious to press the apparently verbal pomt that ''beautiful” is not 
a term properly used both for the natural things and also for the paintings, 
poems, tunes, which alike stimulate us to aesthetic evpenence’ Surely 
because he sees that whether natural things so stimulate us depends on what 
they mean for us, or rather on what we can make them mean depends, that 
IS to say, much on ourselves— on our age. sex. climate, race, reiigion, colour, 
npbnnging, and culture Consequently there is not. as Hegel supposed, an 
objective aesthetic quality m nature But Professor CoUingw-ood wants to 
maintnin that the appreciation of art does not so depend, but that criticism 
can be objectne And by this he means not onlv t^t the artist really has 
(or has not) an aesthetic experience, but that this is so incarnate m the pbj’sical 
tbmgs-— colours, shapes, words, tones— ty which he completes and publishes 
his aesthetic experience, that we can be sure of either knowmg it, or else of 
knowing that he did not really have one But we cannot become aware of 
these physical things except ly expressmg our own unconscious sens* (with 
their emotional charges) as conscious ideas and then "relating them” mto real 
objects So we cannot perceive a Cezanne or a Fnth picture until we have 
had an aesthetic experience Wbj’, then, should we judge that one painter 
had an aesthetic experience and not the other’ How can the aesthetic expen 
ence, to which I am stinmlated by seemg a Cezanne, possibly resemble the 
artist’s ’ lime is created out of my sensa and unconscious emotions occasioned 
by the physical things in which be expressed linguistically his seiisa and 
unconscious emotions But his srnsa were occasioned by something quite 
difierent, namely physical things m which no emotion had 5 et been expressed 
The theory of objective cnticisra presupposes that we know whether a physical 
things expresses another artist's emotion or not How is this possible smee, 
m becotnmg aware of any picture, we has e always expressed our own emotions 
occasioned by its effect on our senses, while the artist embodied in it the 
expression of his own emotions which bad a quite difierent origin? Only if 
the presentation of the picture to my senses should occasion in me setisa 
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and emotions which I should then repress linguistically in those very same 
sensa, i e in the colour-pattern of the picture. But, on this theory, the sensa 
which are charged with an emotion coold not possibly be the linguistic 
expression of that emotion Otherwise the aesthetic activity would be otiose 

Again, if, per impossible, I could hear Chinese music or Sweeney Among the 
Nightingales without having an aesthetic experience, would that prove the 
composers had none ’ Or if I do have one in seeing paUeolithic pamtmgs, does 
it prove they had ’ 

To sum up this criticism, I cannot understand how the theory of the genesis 
of an aesthetic experience is consistent with the objectivity of criticism. 

Besides his philosophical and artistic qualifications. Professor Collmgivood 
IS a distinguished ancient histcnnan. and clearly there is a good deal of ancient 
history in this book — of the race, about savages; of the individual, about 
babies . of ideas, about their unconsaous growth The last two are connected 
with his main doctnne of expression He maintains that a baby first makes 
such a sound as "Hatofi,’' not because it understands it as the name of an 
action or thing, but as an expression of tnumph My own observation leads 
me to conjecture that babies understand the meanmg of some sounds hke 
"Hat" or "Wash” and look for the object or try to make the motion before 
making any similar sounds themselves 

The histoncal excursus on savages, which is long, seems only necessary as 
a justification of the queer use of the word "magic" to mean practices which 
"when intelhgently used" are designed to encourage ourselves or to alarm 
others into doing something, not to alter the course of nature But I am told 
by theologians this is unorthodox sacramentalism. As my observation of 
babies is different, so my acquaintance with savages is little, and with my 
unconscious self nil But I know a man who put his sick baby through a 
split sapimg towards the sunnse This I call magic, though it could hardly 
encourage the baby, and not himself unless he already believed that the act 
would cure it And lo the church of Cascob, in Radnorshire, is an eighteenth- 
century charm professing to safeguard Ehrabeth Loyd from "desises" by the 
words "Pater Pater Pater Noster Noster Noster Ave Ave Ave . . • 
XAdonay X Tetragammaton Jehovah . Abracadabra {repeated twelve 
tunes one letter shorter each tune) Jab" and the signs of the rodiac This 
I call magic, and it would only encourage Ebzabeth if she already thought 
it was No doubt there is much virtue in being "intelligently used." 

It seems a pity that in what is perhaps the most serious attempt at a 
philosophy of art m our language, our attention should be diverted by what 
looks like a ivilful perversity But perhaps it is only ancient history for the 
use of philosophers, and on such matters "it is better tq confine ourselves to 
myths, owing to our ignorance of where truth lies about the dark ages 
as Croce confesses of his own genetic of art' "Really there was no such 
matter , it has only been postulated for convemence of exposition." 

E. F. Carritt 


The Intelligent Individual and Sonely By P W. Bridgman, Hollis Professor 
of Mathematics and Natural Philosophy in Harvard University. (New 
York and London : The Macmillan Company. 1938. Pp. vi 3°5 
los. 6d ) 

In 1927 Professor Bndgman wrote an excellent book entitled The Logic 
of Modern Physics, in which he developed the view that the new situation 
in physics demands correspondmg changes in our attitude to logic. He advo- 
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been done, he vould have to be left to it, because footless appeals would no 
longer work. 

The consequences of such an operational technique are not anything hke 
what a "mystically minded” reader may be tempted to suppose, since the 
course of training which leads to operation-mmdedness has effects on character 
likely to make for rather than agamst a satisfactory type of society. That is 
why I think that this view could perhaps be called ‘‘operational liberalism” 
Liberalism, as Bagehot said about ^\'hIgglsm, is not a creed, it is a character; 
and I think that Professor Bridgman’s whole book is inspired by the feeling 
that the constant effort to discover the truth in a scientific laboratory produces 
a discipline of imnd and of character which qualifies for ‘‘citizenship" of a 
far higher order than that produced by the current "mystica!" training. Not 
that he would insist that everybody be put to saentific research; but he feels 
that the life and outlook of the scientist could provide the inspiration for a 
better society than any existing at present 

But I must leave readers to look it up for themselves. 

L. J. Russell 


Studies »H //lime’s Ethics By Ikgemar Hepenius (Uppsala and Stockholm: 
Almqmst and Wiksells Boktrjxken-A -B Repr. from Adolf Phalen 
in ISIemonam. 1937 Pp 388-485 Price 4s ) 

This short work is not intended as a systematic exposition of Humes 
ethical theory But the topics with which it is concerned are so central that 
it in fact combines something of the virtues of a general discussion with the 
careful and detailed elaboration of its special theme. Dr. HedeniuS distm- 
guishes two fundamental problems in Hume’s moral philosophy. First wmes 
"an examination of what is common and peculiar, on the one hand, to t e 
qualities that are universally stated to be virtues, on the other hand t® 
so-called vices " And in the second place, "a psychological inquiry niust be 
made into the approval and the disapproval that quahties must necessamy 
receive if they are to be characterized as virtues and vices respectively, r. 
Hedenius' long discussion of "Artifiaal Virtue" corresponds to the lo^e 
of these problems (the connection here is a Uttle thin, since it is on the artmci- 
ahty rather than the virtuousness of justice tbat Dr. Hedenius concefltra esj . 
the latter is dealt with in the concluding section on "The Valuation 0 e 
Useful ’’ 

Hume’s difficulty about justice is tbat he takes it seriously, but does no 
allow for motives adequate to account for it. "The only motive for ac s 0 
justice in society is the sense of duty": but, Hume holds, the sense 0 u^ 
cannot be an original motive, and that is precisely why justice is an a t 
and not a natural virtue. Thus we are left with the (insoluble) problem 
"explainmg hmv partial affections can have been inspired by an imp 
end ’■ Dr Hedemus shows judgment and subtlety in tracing out 
tendencies in the vague and not very coherent theory that constitutes “ 
treatment of this problem And if a doubt may be felt whether he is no 
times needlessly elaborate, at least he seems to make good his case tba so 
earber interpretations have over-simplified Hume’s position _ _ 

As regards the second theme of Hume’s ethics, Dr. Hedenius 
w ell the difference between Hume and Hutcheson. For Hume moral 
ness IS just a special case of a general psychological principle of sympa • 
and thus Hume could claim, as Hutcheson could not, to be “explammg 
moral judgment. Unfortunately this explanatory value is lost unless a ^ 
same time moral sympathy can be dtstinguished from other sympat y. 
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there Hume completely failed. There is, moreover, another difficulty in regard 
to the "useful” virtues for the view that sympathy constitutes moral approval 
The approval must be for the virtue itself, but the sympathy can only be 
with the happmess that results from it Hume himself appears to have been 
hardly aware of a problem here: but Dr Hedenius (who rejects Vaughan's 
mterpretation as applying rather to Adam South's theory than to Hume’s) 
oSers a partial solution of it m terms of Hume’s own doctrine of a double 
association of ideas and impressions 

Dr Hedenius concludes his essay with a discussion where, so it appears 
to me. his usual discretion deserts him. It turns on what he calls the "popular” 
conception of cause and effect, and involves the odd conclusion that Utih- 
tananism specifically, whatever may be tme of moral theory generally, 
presupposes the idea of the freedom of the will I must confess that some of 
the argument of this section appears to me merely sophistical 

But so far as exposition of Hnme is concerned this is a sensible and sugges- 
tive nork 1 must add, however, that it could have been easier reading- there 
IS a certain clumsiness in the movement of the argument and a failure to make 
quite clear the relation between its stages (particularly m the section on 
' Artificial Virtue”) that might prevent a reader profiting as he should from 
Dr Hedenius' scholarly and acute study 

W. G Maclagan 


Kterkegaard By Wmteii Lowrie, D D (London- Oxford University Press, 
Humphrey llilford 1938 Pp xviiu-l-636 Pncesss net) 

The importance of Saren Kierkegaard, as the primary laspirer both of the 
"existential philosophy" and of certein contemporary movements in theology, 
IS being increasingly realized, but as yet few of his extensive wntings are 
available in Enghsh (The Oxford Umversity Press, m collaboration with the 
American Scandinavian Foundation, is publishing certain translations, of 
which the PhHosophical Fragments has appeared ) We can therefore be 
grateful to Dr Lowne for an extremely full and careful study of Kierke- 
gaard's life, illustrated with copious quotations from his writings He has 
given us a comprehensive biography rather than a critical study of the 
philosophical and theological significance of Kierkegaard's work. For this 
the time is probably not yet npe. but a book such as Dr Lowne's forms 
an mdispensable ptelumnary For if the "existential philosophy" is an 
attempt to grapple with the kind of thinking which cannot be done in the 
spectator’s attitude of objective detachment, since the personality of the 
thinker is bound up in it, his bjc^iaphy, wntten with sympathetic imagma- 
tion, plays an essential part in understanding his thought Dr Lowne has 
given us such a biography of Kierkegaard, and the very interesting portraits 
which be reproduces are not the least levealmg part of it 
It IS a misfortune that Kierkegaard did not wnte m one of the major 
European languages for then he m^ht have been answered m bis own day. 
and (as Dr Haecker remarks'), what is more important, he might have 
replied As it was, his thought was either overlooked, or, while he himself 
saw it as a "corrective,’ it was taken by one-sided disciples as a compre- 
hensive view He himself did not look for disciples, but he would no doubt 
have welcomed the "sympathetic antipathy” which, as Dr Lowne says, 
he arouses in his few discerning interpr e ter s They have to fight with him to 
retain their own positions Probably his real contribution bes m his power 
» lu his 5®ffn KierMtgaarii (OilorU University ftess), the best short study o( Kierkegaard 
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of bringing ns to a certain attitude in metaphj’sics and theology, rather 
than in the particular content of his thought. He has discovered the weak- 
nesses of the theoretic attitude of indedsion and the necessity for the would-be 
philosopher to realize actual freedom as the capacity of a self-conscious 
subject to make responsible choices. In the Grenzsttuahonen in which such 
choices are called for, the thmlcer can become consciously aware of the 
contradictions within his oivn nature, the possibilities before him. and the 
kinds of authority which he finally recognizes. Kierkegaard descnbed this 
total experience as "choice of oneself *' The Nazi apologists are giving us a 
travesty of such "Existzm'' m their insistence on the right of decision 
of the sacred nation, responsible to nothing but its oim inner destiny. To 
Kierkegaard "choice of oneself" meant a persona! venture of the individual 
soul before God. In this he plumbed some of the same depths as Augustine 
and Pascal But to him, as perhaps to them (and to his contemporary, and 
in some wa>s kmdred spmt. Cardinal Newman), the individual soul before 
God was a reality so exclusively "luminous" that he throws httle light on the 
ways in which personal existential consciousness develops in responswe 
communication with others. Here he has been supplemented, with consider- 
able psychological penetration, by Jaspers 

None of these books makes easy reading It is of the essence of the dialectical 
philosophy of personahty that almost everything that you can say about it 
must at once be qualified and countered by sapng something like the opposite 
In lesser hands this may well be an excuse for contradicting oneself and bavmg 
it both -ways , but in a thinker of real psychological and religious penetotion 
It may be the method of saying anytbmg significant about something as 
paradoxical as human existence ^ ,. 

I have noticed one misquotation in Dr. Lowrie’s book. Burke’s "Vice itsel 
lost half Its evil by losing alt its grossness" appears ofi p 117 ^ "Vice gaimng 
more of evil by losing half its grossness ” This rendering is a contodiction 
of the onginal saying which can hardly be defended as "dialectical." 

Dorothv M- Emmet. 


Philosophy and the Concepts of Modern Science. By Oliyzr L. Reiser, (h ew 
York and London; Macmillan Co , 1935 Pp. xvii -f- 323- J’rice 155 ) 
Professor Reiser is concerned about the state of human afiairs. Intellectually, 
the development of physics has produced antmomies which he thinks are a 
logical scandal Practac^y, we pass from economic crises to political 
ism, and possibly to war. There seems to be collapse or 
spheres. The scientists have given ns power but not knowledge, an^ y 
have neglected human nature. It is for the philosopher to co-ordinate 
results, discover the general principles of human activity, intludmg 
ledge, indicate how to restore the intellectual prestige of science, an 
apply its results to human wel^e. One may share much of Professor 
concern while being doubtful about his philosophical programine. ^ 
its results are disappointing. Professor Reiser regards his book. *« ’’ ' 

as a refutation of logical positivism, but he might study with aavan 8 
methods of the logical positivists. The great defect of his book is ^ 

absence of any logical and critical distmction betiveen types of pro _ 

their appropriate treatment. He accepts, e g., quite uncritically all s a ® 
of scientists, whether they are philosophizmg about "dual” tables or s 
qua scientists, the results of research. He has a passion for facts w c 
scatters lavishly throughout his pages, and frequently, though intere g. 
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they are qmte irrelevant Consequently, he offers speculative scientific 
hypotheses as the solution of philosophical problems, to which they are 
inappropriate. Xor does he seem to realize that es-en to a scientific 
problem such hypotheses are useless nnlesg some means of testmg them 
is indicated This typical confusion of problems is shown in his tr^tment 
of the mtellectual “crisis** m saoice He T^;ards it entirely (p. 57) as a 
conflict between phj'sics and the laws of thought smce physicists regard the 
electron both as a was-e and a corpuscle, and so deny the law of contradiction 
He gi%-es no analysis of what it can mean to say that physics “conflicts** with 
the laws of thought Xor does he mention such other philosophical problems 
as the analysis or re^iefinition of such concepts as "cause,’* “space,” "tune," 
“prediction,’* “determination’' required by the Heisenberg pnnaple. Indeed, 
he accepts without discussion the distmction between d^-namtcaJ and sfaiisiical 
laws IncidentaUi. he descnbes the first as "causal and necessary," and the 
second as "probable or coutingent" (p xu), which is mexcusable in any 
philosopher smce Hume But the “crisis** is due. he thinhs, to the unsob ed 
problem of the relation between phvsical facts and consciousness, i e between 
hram and mental states He then elaborates biTiotheses of pbi-sical causes 
or parallels for conscious processes, suggestmg consciousness as a dimension 
of phi'sical space (p 173}, as a chemical reaction caused by radiation (p 158), 
and the laws of logic as similar to the laws of light {p 118) He treats the 
“cnsis.” 1 e , as a setenUJic problem But whatever tus suggestions are worth 
scienoficallv as explanauons of the pbvsical causes of consciousness, they are 
otterlv ]r^ele^'ant to the philosophical problem of the definition of scientific 
terms and the relation between logic and pbvsics 

Fart 3, on Philosophy and the Social Saesces. includes discussions of 
history, ethics, religion, and social reform Much is made of “emergent 
evolution,” though we are not given much help with the use of that blessed 
word “emerge,” which remains as misty as ever Professor Reiser has some 
valuable things to sav bv the wav. however, on the need for social change 
'The last chapter on "The Social Objectives of Humanism" is particnlarly 
interesting, though it strikes a European as somewhat optumsPc 

Masqaret MacDovAiD 


Scier^ce and Cotnnsan Sense' An Artsiclelian Eicvrsion. By W. R Teosipsov, 
FRS. N^ith a Preface by Jacocrs Mjuutaik (London Longmans, 
Green & Co . 1937 Pp vn+233 Pncc 7s fid) 

The principal thesis of this book, the work of a distmguisbed biologist and 
more amateur philosopher, is briefly that those who seek knowledge of 
nature ‘•an neither cut loose from commoa sense, nor dispense la the long run 
with philosophy. The defence of this position entails a cntiqne of knowledge 
in general, and a survey of the principles and methods employed m the 
sciences, particularly m phyaics and biology If this programme seems a tnfle 
hackneyed — and we must admit that it is not novel — it must at once be 
empha^ed that the author’s tr ea tm ent of his theme raises it from 
condition The “ideological conteirt’* of the discussion is French neo-scholasti- 
cism. it IS mdeed. as its sub-title remarks, an Aristotelian excursion. 

Common Sense mcludes (is equivalent to’) what Dr Thompson calls “normal 
logic” and the “primary intentioii of the senses." "Scientific method,*' he 
observes, “is not the test of out intuition of the nmverse; it is our intuition 
of the umverse that is the test of scientific method” (p. 52). If the physicist 
finds himself at odds w^th, let ns say, the prmciple of contradiction, or with 
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our intuition of space as three dimensiona}, and of time as yielding a genuine 
simultaneity, then it is the physiost. and not logic or common sense, which 
must yield. . if m some of thdr recent flights, men of science have thought 
to give practical proof of the libnation of Science from the bonds of Common 
Sense, it is evident that they are entertaining an illusion" (p 26). 

Physics, he argues in efiect, escaped from the fire of philosophy only to 
fall into the frjnng-pan of mathematics. Thus physicists have turned from 
their proper field — the sensibly apprehensible— and from their proper method 
— induction — to embrace deductions which are in prmciple incapable of 
adding to, or correctmg their knowledge of nature. “The mathematical 
machine works with unerring precision: but what we get out of it is nothmg 
more than a rearrangement of what we put mto it " 

Not only physicists, it appears, have been thus seduced from then true 
calling, but the biologists also. These, too, have attempted by deductions 
from generalwations, e g about form and function, to achieve knowledge 
of the detail of nature without going to the labour of mvestigahng it. 

The greater part of his long chapter on The Use and Abuse of Philosophy 
IS devoted to a subtle and valuable discussion of finahsm, its modes, and 
its role in science. Bacon's attitude to final causes, he mamtains, has been 
falsified by the foundation upon flnahstic pnnciples of whole branches of 
science Intrinsic finality may, he agrees, be adequate to the needs of biology, 
but on philosophical grounds be argues for a \nder finahsm. The general (and 
timely) trend of this section is toward an Anstotelian explanation of things 
in their causes — all four causes, not merely in their eficteni causes, and still 
less m a mathematical equation from which even the efficient cause has been 
elizomated 

Dr. Thompson concludes with a criticism of the doctrine of evolution This 
capital hypothesis is now treated coldly by many biologists since its essentially 
philosophical character has been understood. On the evidential side, too, 
It would appear to be in senous case “It seems certain," he observes, "that 
there has been some evolution, but we cannot decide upon a priori pimaplM 
how much Natural science has no key to this problem" (p. 212). As to the 
mode of such evolution as may justly be supposed, the only certitude is that 
Darwin's account in terms of an infini ty of inmute variations is untenable 
on the evidence, most of which, on the contrary, tells m favour of a mutation 
hypothesis m its older (or la^e scale) form The author ates some quite 
plain evidence telling in favour of the supposedly extmet Lamarckian view. 
Yet "none of the evolutionary hypotheses now available permits a satisfactory 
integration of the facts " To the biological laity Dr Thompson’s illustrations 
drawn from his own field are likely to prove as interestmg as they are fresh 
and arresting 

After several readings, however, I am not dear as to just what relation the 
author does take to obtain between natural science and philosophy. Of 
philosophy he remarks very early that it is a deductive study of "Being iss 
such." But, we may ask, what can be added to that which our Father Par- 
menides said of Being as such? And where do evolutionary views (which are 
conceded to be philosophical) stand in relation to such a philosophy ? It would 
appear that there is, on this view, an intermediate, a kmd of natu^ 
philosophy, between the natural sciences (which deal mductively with the 
sensible) and metaphysics (which treats deductively of Being as such). 

The author, like most neo-schoIastics, discloses (e g when referring to 
“a primordial metaphysical necessity as mevitable as the prmciple of 
contradiction” (p. 223) ) a surpnsii^ assurance at pomts where, to the unin- 
itiated, doubt does not appear mere impiety to reason or, indeed, to Common 
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(or so J think) His maio principles of subdivision are (a) objectii e and sub- 
jective, (6) intuitionist and utihtanan This should yield four classes, althougb 
a statement of Dr Joad’s on p. 159 may indicate that in his opinion cross- 
division IS unavoidable. In any case I do not think he is at all successful 
in avoiding cross-division. The reason, I think, is the mixture of history and 
logic in his exposition, and the looseness in which he seems to be content to 
leave some of his terms. "Intuition," for him, is almost as vague as it is in 
common usage It includes (a) alleged rational insight into deontology, 
(6) the "moral sense” m its usual histoncal sense, (c) the sense m which it 
may be held that hedonism rests upon the mtaitioa that pleasure is good in 
Itself It also mcludes much else. In short, it is much too accommodatmg to 
yield a clear white line "Subjective" and ‘‘objectiie" are also notoriously 
shppery terms, but Mr. Joad's use of them seems to me to be quite obviously 
confused. In explaining what he means he refers first of all to the objectivity 
of the external world (p 159) — which seems irrelevant — -later (p. i6j) to the 
"subjectivity" of opinion The latter is his usual ground of distinction, but 
he persistently misinterprets it as may be seen, very- clearly, from one of his 
statements on p 387. "If subjectivism is correct." he there says, "X is good" 
means "X produces a feehng of approval in me,” or "X conduces to my 
advantage ” Plainly the second sense is wholly objective. Sumlatly on 
pp. 316-317 Dr Joad maintains quite falsely that a utihtarun ethics of 
actual consequences is open to the objection that it implies that it is sooe- 
tiraes our duty to do a WTOng action The reason be gives is that it is wrong 
to let a drowning man pensb. since his hfe "may reasonably be expected" to 
be better than his death, and yet that if the rescued person subsequently 
beats his wife and murders his children he would have been better dimmed 
If the objectmst makes doty a matter of (reasonable) opinion, and nghtness 
a matter of actual consequences (that is, tl he distinguishes the two), he is 
immune from logical objection. If he identifies right with duty and duty snft 
actual beneficent consequences, then, plamly, what might be reasonably 
expected to be right need not be right (This example shows incidentally 
that It may be very important to distmguish between a mere personal feeling 
and a well-grounded opinion ) 

In this Part Dr Joad has most interest in the problems of free w-iU and of 
ultimate value. I regret that 1 have space for brief comment only. Regarding 
the first, he concludes "that if the moral faculties . . . are feehng or akin to 
feeling, then the task of vindicating free will is wellnigh impossible , if on 
other band they are reason or aim to reason, then moral freedom may be 
plausibly maintained ” It is plam that "freedom" m quite important senses 
(e g. a certain capacity to do what one tikes) escapes this conclusion, and I 
have not found much positive support for the conclusion m Dr Joad’s pag^s 
with the exception of two of them (which I think very true), namely. 
PP 273-274 In his discussion of absolute value Dr Joad seems to me to 
ofier too general a conclusion to hearten him m what (as I surmise) he really 
wants to do. that is, to support bis contentioa that men and women are the 
only bearers of the higher values, and therefore that totahtanamsm m 
pobtics is insecurely based m componson with a democratic ethos in the 
community. In bis summary cm p 446 he appears to be advocatmg a theory 
of progress towards totalitarian pantheism 

Part III deals on rather stereotyped Imes with the doctrines of the social 
contract, sovereignty, natural r^hts, and the like It ends with a chapter on 
the idealistic theory of the State that leads towards Part IV. In Part III the 
guide seems to me to do his job very usefullyj but I shall pass to Part IV. 

I have already mentioned the chief topics of this part. His discussion of 
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them seems to me to be the best part of his book. The method employed, 
partly no doubt because so much historical discussion has preceded it, is 
freer than m the earlier books, but it is a gam to avoid even the appearance 
of tension between logic and erudition. (I hasten to add that I do not mean 
that the discussion is ill-informed The reverse seems to me to be true ) 

The author’s determination to be impartial and to indicate clearly where 
he IS pressmg some view of his ovm is more difficult to preserve about con- 
temporary aSairs than in discussion of tiie preterite, but it seems to me 
that he has been resolute as well as snccessful m this, the most difficult part 
of bis self-imposed task His account of Fascism (mcludmg Nazism) is sympa- 
thetic and discmninating His chapter on Communism gams vastly from the 
argument of his book as a whole, and particularly from his ability to compare 
Lemn’s communism with Plato’s Similarly, his defence of "democracy ’ is 
temperate He is very well aware of the difficulties that have to be faced 
regardmg the extent to which the activities of the State should be limited to 
the background, or thrust mto the foreground of the good life of sociable 
men and women He is aware that the principle of liberty need not be mde- 
fectible, but he also provides sound general arguments for refusing to put 
even the experts mto a sort of nubtary command, and his discussion benefits 
enormously from his understanding of the relations between civil servants 
and others in the government of a democratic country 

JOHv Laird 

On p, 179 , 1 S3i "Tbomas" should be"Sain<iel,’’ on p 171 the oame should be Fncbard 


The Future of Chustiantty. By Edgar Sheffield Briostsun {New York: 

The Abmgdon Press 1937 Pp 158 Pnce 1 dollar 50 cents ) 
Professor Bngbtman, who holds a chair of philosophy at Boston Umversity, 
gives us a very readable book, untechmcal, and thoughtful He begins with a 
chapter on prediction scientific and religious, and in these days the scientist 
IS also amongst the prophets He cites some mteresbng predictions concemmg 
history, for example Tolstoy’s forewarning in 1884 of the Communist revolu- 
tion He then passes to a chapter on the future of the Bible and Church, a 
frank statement of loss and gam which, though dealing with the United States 
ID particular, is in general true of the conditions m this country The next 
chapter is oddly named the future of God This does not simply mean as one 
would expect the future of belief m God, but also "the future existence and 
plans of God ’’ Actually it is the future of values rather than of God which 
is envisaged. The last chapter deals with the future of man, a chapter which 
comes nearer than any other to dealing with the subject of the book as a 
whole If It IS asked exactly what this book has to offer, the reply is that it 
IS the judgment of an educated thinker, with Chnstian sympathues, on the 
present situation It is neither pessumstic nor yet blind to the dangers of the 
day Ekofessor Bngbtman believes stoutly m the goodness of the human 
heart He bebeves m ideals. He believes m God. In days when so many 
prophets walk in sackcloth. Professor Bnghtman’s reasoned optimism is a 
reminder that there is another side to the picture 

E, S Waterhouse 
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CORRESPONDENCE 

To THE Editor of Philosophy 

Sir. 

May I offer some (I hope) constructive comments on Dr. Bourke’s article on 
"Responsibility, Freedom, and Determinism,” m Philosophy for July 1938? 

First, It wiD (I think) clanfy the problem to recognize expressly that "freedom” 
denotes not a positive quality, but the absence (or at least incompleteness) of some 
determination "Capricious freedom’* is the absence of all determination, and must 
be rejected for the reasons correctly stated by Dr Bourke "Rational freedom," 
qua freedom, is independence on the determining causes of the sensible norld". 
jufl rational it IS determination by reason As Dr Bourke points out, it is exemplified 
not only in moral action but also in knowledge. 

But what is "neutrsd freedom"? Is this term anything more than a name for a 
problem, or a confession of ignorance as to its solution’ Sometimes I act morally, 
determining mj’self by the law of reason, sometimes I act immorally, or "a morally’' 
(as the case may be), being detemuned by "causes of the sensible world ’’ Since I 
do both, obviously I can do both — ^Uus is "neutral freedom " The problem is, Whoi 
determines toe to act sometimes on one side, sometimes on the other, of the line that 
divides the moral from the non-moral’ One is tempted to postulate just the least 
trace of capricious freedomi But that has been shown to be inadmissible, since it 
(femes, not safeguards, responsibility and moral value So until we can show the 
existence of some thud kind of determination which decides between natural and 
rational determination, "neutral freedom" lemains but a name for the problem 

In what direcbon lies the solution’ I would make a suggestion How in fact do 
men try to promote morality? The answer is twofold— first by "rewards and pumsh* 
ments," secondly by penuasion The first by itsell cannot make men moral, it can 
at best make the moral choice easier by balancing inducements to outwardly nght 
conduct against those to outwardly wrong conduct Persuasion, however, is nothing 
but trying to bring rational determination into operation; smd its success depends 
upon the person to be persuaded bemg already m some degree reasonable, that is. 
rationally determined 

Does not this indicate that the problem of freedom in the sphere of human action 
IS not, How can one kind of determination replace and overthrow another? but 
rather, 'Where every event is descnbable in terms of an intermingling of different 
types of detenmnation in varying proportions of relevance, how in fact does one or 
the other attam to dominant lelevance in eacb case’ 

If so, the function of philosophy here is not to solve by a pnon methods a problem 
set by experience , but rather to purge our statement of the problem from illegitimate 
a pnoTt elements, and to send us back to concrete experience for its solution. 

And that is where Religion conies in. 

Yours faithfully. 

F. C. Lo^o. 

St. John’s Rectory, 

Newport, Co Tipperary. 

July 1938. 
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